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83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


H.  R.  6665 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

O  -  •  j 

July  30, 1953 

Mr.  Hofe  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  342  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

v  ,  f  _  f  ]  '*  •  A-  .  .  *  '  <  J. 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (a)  By  striking  out  “1950”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “1954”. 

7  (b)  By  striking  out  the  word  “twenty-one”  and  insert- 

j.  .- 

8  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “22-§”. 

U.O’l'  .  ■  j 

9  Sec.  2.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

%  •  •  '  <1 

10  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

■*_»!  *  &  >  A  j.  I  i .  >  j  s  i . .  <  j  .  ij 

11  (a)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsee- 


J 
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1  tion  (b)  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  a  colon  and  adding 

2  the  following:  “ Provided ,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 

3  provision  of  this  Act,  no  State  acreage  allotment  for  1954 

4  shall  be  reduced  below  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the 

5  State  in  1952  by  more  than  29i  per  centum  and  the  addi- 

6  tional  acreage  so  required  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national 

7  acreage  allotment  and  the  production  from  such  acreage 

8  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  marketing  quota,  and  in 

9  establishing  future  State  acreage  allotments  the  total  acre- 

10  age  planted  in  any  State  in  excess  of  the  acreage  that  would 

11  have  been  allotted  except  for  this  proviso  shall  not  be  counted. 

13  The  provisions  of  this  subsection  relating  to  1954  only  shall 

/ 

x  \  '  '  '  *  .  X  i  ' 

13  not  apply  in  the  establishment  of  acreage  allotments  and 

14  marketing  quotas  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  under  sec- 

15  tion  347  of  this  Act.” 

■  ■  •.  _  .  •  -  .w  .  •  ’  •  .  /  • 

1®  (b)  By  changing  subsection  (e)  by  inserting  after  the 

17  words  “and  conditions”  the  language  “(except  those  relat- 

18  ing  only  to  1954)  ”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 

19  such  subsection  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
29  adding  “or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to 

21  prevent  hardship.” 

22  (c)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  the  colon 

23  before  the  wrord  “ Provided’ ’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

t  ■  1 

a  comma  and  adding  “or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acre- 


24 
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1  age  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  to  prevent  kard- 

2  ship:”. 

3  (d)  By  adding  two  new  paragraphs  “  (6)  ”  and  “  (7)  ” 

4  at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “  (6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraph^  (1) 

6  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  if  the  county  committee  recom- 

7  mends  such  action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 

8  action  wall  facilitate  the  effective  administration  of  the  Act 

9  and  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  county 

10  allotment  among  farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage 

11  allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  (3) 

12  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which 

13  cotton  has  been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  im- 

14  mediately  preceding  the  year  for  which  such  allotment  is 

15  determined,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 

16  the  fann  during  such  three  year  period.  If  the  county  acre- 

17  age  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the  farms  of  the  county 

18  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  acre- 

19  age  reserved  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  may  be 

20  used  to  make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which 

21  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  under 

22  this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in 

23  paragraph  (3). 

24  “(7)  For  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage 
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-4  allotted  to  individual  farms  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 

2  tion  on  which  cotton  will  not  be  produced  and  which  is 

3  voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be 

4  deducted  from  the  allotments  to  such  farms  and  may  be 

5.  reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in 
6:'  the  same  county  receiving  allotments,  in  amounts  determined 
.7  by  .  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on 

8  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equip- 

9  ment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation 
id  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  factors  affecting  the 
f  f  production  of  cotton.  Any  transfer  of  allotments  under 
43  this  provision  shall  n<)t  operate  to  reduce  the  allotment  for 
43  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  from  which  acreage  is 

14  transferred,  except  as  the  farm  becomes  ineligible  for  an 

15  allotment  for  failure  to  produce  cotton  during  a  three-year 

16  period,  and  any  such  transfer  shall  not  operate  to  increase 
17...  the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  to  which 

48  the  acreage  is  transferred :  Provided,  That  notwithstanding 

49  any  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  any  part  of  any  farm  aerfe- 

20  age  allotment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the 

21  county  committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm) 

22  and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein.” 

.  4  n  ;?  m  r  £2 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Congressional  action  was  completed  on  bills  to  reorganize  FCA,  provide 
famine  relief,  permit  refugee  immigration,  expand  crop  insurance,  study  weather  con¬ 
trol,  modify  reclamation  units,  require  penalty-mail  payments,  authorize  loreot 
loans,  transfer  cotton  field  station,  extend  fur-farmer  loans,  extend  Mexican  farm-, 
labor  pro/; ran.  House  adopted  conference  reports  on  supplemental  appropriations, 
foreign-aid  appropriations,  trade  agreements.  House  passed  bills  to  increase  debt 
limit  and  modify  corn  and  cotton  quotas.  Senate  passed  farm- tenant  interest  bill,  . 
Congress  received  President *s  messages  on  conservation  and  social  security, 

— ceived  Benson  letter  ashing  farm-program  recommendations.  House  committee 


Senate 

reuort- 


Sd  onion-marketing  and  potato-support  bills.  Bills  were  introduced  on  grazing  pro¬ 
cedures,  soil-water  conservation,  and  surplus  disposal.  .  .* 


HOUSE  -  July  31 


1.  DEBT  LI  IT.  Passed,  239-158,  vd.tho.ut  amendment  H.  R.  6672,  increasing  the  U.  S. 

statutory  debt  limit  .from  .'275  billion  to  >290  billion  (pp.  *10964-87,  11009)# 

2.  FAKIKE  RELIEF.  Agreed,  143-15,  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2249,  to  enable  the 

President,  during  the  period  ending  mar#  1 5f  1954 >  to  furnish  to  peoples  friendly 
to  the  U,  3.  emergency  assistance  in  meeting  famine  or  other  urgent  relief  re¬ 
quirements.  The  overall  limitation  of  .100,000,000  remains,  but  the  limit  of 
p20, 000,000  for  any  one  country  was  eliminated#  Language  was  inserted. to  make  it 
clear  that  the  authority  of  CCC  to  deliver  commodities  under  the  bill  is  limited 
to  the  delivery  of  ' such  commodities  aboard  vessels  in  U#  3#  ports-.  Therefore, 
all  costs  incurred  in  making. delivery  of  the  commodities  after  they  have- been 
placed  on  board  vd.ll  have  to  be  paid  either  by  the  recipient  countries  or  from 
J’SA  or  other  funds,  and  the  ../100,000,G00  limit  vri.ll  apply  only  to  COG  investment 
and  costs#  Because  of  this  action  the  conferees  eliminated  the  provision  chat  at 
least  half  of  the  shipments  be  made  on  U.  S.-flag  ships,  since  KSA  ‘already  fol¬ 
lows  this  policy#  (pp#  10992-?.) . 


3 »  I1 1 TGRATION .  Agreed,  190-44,  to  the  conference  report  on  II.  R«  6481,  to  admit 
into  the  TVS*  for  permanent  residence  up  to  214,000  refugees,  orphans,  and 
certain  close  relatives  of  U.  S„  citizens  and  aliens  admitted  for  permanent  res¬ 
idence  (pp.  10933-991) • 

4*  FGA  REORGANIZATION,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H«  R*  4353,  to  reorganize 
the  Farm  Credit,  Administration,  etc0  (pp.  10991-2)9  For  provisions  of  report,., 
see  Digest  144 i  '  •  • 

l  i  • 

5.  COTTON  ALLOT! FITS.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R*  666 5,  which  provides  that  the 
national  cotton  acreage  allotment  for  1954  Trill  be  22,500,000  acres  (basic),  that 
no  State  -will  receive  an  acreage  'cut  of  more  than  29.5/S  below  its  1952  acreage 
•(the  acreage  for  this  is  to  'be  in  addition  to  the  national  allotment)’,  that  State 
acreage  reserves  shall  be  used  in  addition  to  'other  purposes  for  correcting 
inequities  in  farm  allotments,  that  Tilth  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  county  committees  may  apportion  farm  acreage  allotment's  on  the  basis  of 
previous  farm  history,  and  that  for  T954  and  1955  any  part  of  ’the  acreage  allot¬ 
ted  to  any  farm  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered  by  the  operator  of  that  farm, 
may  be  reallocated  to  other  ’farms  in  the  county  (ppe  10932-40) .  The  bill  had 
been  reported  without  amendment  by  th'e  Agriculture  Committee  earlier  in-  the  day 
(H.  Re?t.  1058) (p *  11009) <.  . 

„  .  .  .  ,  .  *  .  ,  .  .  i  /  *  • 

PERSONNEL*  Agreed  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  H0  R(*  6135,  to  require  that  veterans 
attain  a  passing  grade  before  becoming  eligible  for  civil-service  appointments 
(pp*  10963-4)*  This’  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

1  o  FARE  LA3CRo  Received  the  conference  report  on  He  R.«  3430',  to  e:rtend  the  Lexicon 
farm-labor  program.  The.  conferees  agreed  on  an  e:ctension  for  2  years  instead  of 
the  House  period  of  3  years  and  the  Senate  period  of  1  year0  (p.»  10993 o) 

3*  SAFETY.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S„  1105,  to  incorporate  the  National 
Safety  Council  (pp*  10993-5)® 

9#  COJyODITY  EXCHANGES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  K«  R*  6435,  to  extend  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  to  onions  (p* 
DS23)  •  m 

10*  POTATO  SUPPORTS.  The  Agriculture  Comridttee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H*  R*  3895,  to  remove  the  prohibition  against  price  supports 
on  Irish  potatoes  (p0  D323)* 

11.  CORN  QUOTAS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  (.but  did  not  actually . 
report)  H.  J.  Res*  321,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  with  respect  to 
the  date  of  the  proclamation  of  corn  marketing  quotas.  The  "Daily  Digest" 
states:  "Under  the  present  law  the  Secretary  .of  Agriculture  must  determine 
whether  or  not  such  quotas  are  necessary  and  make  his  proclamation  not  later 
than  November  15  of  the  year  prior  to  that  in  which  quotas  are  to  be  invoked. 
This  measure  will  postpone  the  1954  proclamation  until  February  1,  1954,  and  is 
designed  to  give  Congress  an  opportunity  tc  reexamine  the  quota  law  before  the 
Secretary  is  required  to  make  his  determination 0"  (p.  D323.) 

12*  FOREIGN-AID  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1954*  Agreed,  237-156,  to  the  conference  report 
on  this  bill,  II.  R.  6391,  ard  acued  on  amendments  in  disagreement  (ppo 
10920-8)®  For  provisions  of  the  report  see. Digest  1 49 0 

i  +• 

13.  CONSERVATION.  Received  from  the.  President  a  message  favoring  additional  conser¬ 
vation  and  development  of  land  and  water  resources,  etc.  (H«  Doc*  221) (pp* 
90923-9) . 
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July  31,  1953. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


R  EPORT 


[To  accompany  H.  R.  6665] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6665)  to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas, 
having  considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amend¬ 
ments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  1,  line  8,  change  “22%”  to  “twenty-two  and  one-half”. 

Page  2,  line  8,  change  the  comma  following  the  word  “quota”  to 
a  period  and  strike  out  the  remainder  of  the  sentence. 

Page  3,  lines  8  and  9,  strike  out  the  words  “facilitate  the  effective 
administration  of  the  Act  and”. 

STATEMENT 

The  present  United  States  cotton  supply  situation  indicates  that 
marketing  quotas  will  be  required  on  the  1954  cotton  crop.  The 
carryover  of  cotton  in  the  United  States  on  August  1,  1953,  will  be 
approximately  5.6  million  bales.  If  the  production  from  the  1953 
crop  exceeds  some  11%  to  12  million  bales,  the  law  would  require  the 
proclamation  of  marketing  quotas  for  1954.  With  the  present  rate 
of  disappearance  and  a  normal  yield  from  the  acreage  in  cotton  on 
July  1,  1953,  the  national  marketing  quota  for  the  1954  crop  would 
be  10  million  bales,  the  minimum  quota  under  the  present  law. 

The  national  acreage  allotment  which  would  result  from  converting 
10  million  bales  on  the  basis  of  average  yields  would  be  approximately 
17  %  million  acres.  A  national  acreage  allotment  of  this  size  would 
mean  that  the  average  reduction  in  1954  from  the  acreage  planted  to 
cotton  in  1952  would  be  approximately  35  percent.  A  reduction  of 
26006 
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this  size  in  1  year  would  be  too  severe  for  the  cotton  economy  of  the 
country.  It  would  also  create  extreme  hardship  on  the  part  of  many 
farmers  in  many  areas  of  the  Cotton  Belt.  The  bill,  therefore,  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment  for  1954  of  22}{ 
million  acres. 

Cotton  marketing  quotas  were  last  in  effect  in  1950.  During  the 
past  3  years  there  have  been  substantial  increases  in  cotton  acreages 
in  the  western  area  of  the  Cotton  Belt.  Under  the  present  law  State 
acreage  allotments  for  1954  are  required  to  be  established  on  the  basis 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  (or  regarded  as  planted  to  cotton 
under  Public  Law  12)  in  1947,  1948,  1950,  1951,  and  1952,  with  adjust¬ 
ments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions.  There  is  no  provision  in 
existing  law  to  adjust  for  trends  other  than  such  adjustment  as  results 
from  the  moving  5-year  average.  The  committee  recognizes  that 
special  provisions  are  necessary  to  give  appropriate  effect  to  the  recent 
shifts  in  cotton  production.  To  this  end,  the  bill  provides  that  no 
States  would  be  reduced  in  1954  below  its  1952  acreage  by  more  than 
29 K  percent. 

Under  the  present  law  the  county  cotton  acreage  allotment  (less 
a  reserve)  is  apportioned  to  farms  primarily  on  the  basis  of  a  uniform 
county  cropland  factor.  This  method  of  allotment  has  been  found  to 
be  inadequate  in  many  counties.  Therefore,  there  has  been  included 
in  the  bill  a  provision  which  would  permit  the  county  committee  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  apportion  the  county 
allotment  on  the  basis  of  farm  cotton  acreage  history  for  the  3  years 
preceding  the  year  for  which  the  allotment  is  established. 

It  is  contemplated  that  in  most  instances  the  county  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  less  the  reserve  acreages,  will  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  the 
basis  of  the  farm  acreage  history  rather  than  a  uniform  percentage  of 
cropland.  In  counties  where  substantially  all  the  cotton  farms  plant 
cotton  regularly  and  generally  devote  similar  percentages  of  their 
cropland  to  cotton  production,  the  cropland  basis  is  usually  a  satis¬ 
factory  method  of  apportionment.  However,  in  counties  where  there 
is  diversified  farming  which  has  resulted  in  wide  variations  of  the 
percentage  of  cropland  planted  to  cotton  on  different  farms,  or  where 
there  are  areas  in  a  county  where  the  cotton  farmers  generally  plant 
substantially  different  percentages  of  their  cropland  to  cotton,  the 
acreage  history  approach  to  farm  allotments  should  be  used. 

The  exact  acreage  which  each  State  would  be  allotted  under  this 
bill  has  not  been  calculated,  since  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
adjust  State,  cotton  acreages  during  the  base  period  for  abnormal 
weather  conditions,  and  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  1950  in  each 
State  is  subject  to  certain  adjustments  under  subsections  (f)  (4)  and 
(5),  (g)  (3)  and  (i)  of  section  344  of  the  present  bill. 

ANALYSIS  OF  THE  BILL 

National  marketing  quota 

Section  1  of  the  bill  provides  that  the  minimum  marketing  quota 
for  1954  shall  not  be  less  than  the  number  of  bales  required  to  provide 
a  national  acreage  allotment  of  22.5  acres.  This  minimum  for  the 
1954  cron  is  apnlicabU  to  upland  cotton  and  does  not  apply  in  any 
way  to  extra-long-staple  cotton. 
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Minimum  State  acreage  allotments 

Section  344  (b)  of  the  act  now  requires  that  the  national  acreage 
allotment  shall  be  apportioned  to  States  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  (or  regarded  as  planted  under  Public  Law  12,  79th 
Cong.)  during  the  5  calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar 
year  in  which  the  national  marketing  quota  is  proclaimed,  with  adjust¬ 
ments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  during  such  period.  Under 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection,  the  applicable  years  for  the  1954 
crop  would  be  1947,  1948,  1950,  1951,  and  1952,  since  Public  Law  28, 
81st  Congress,  excludes  the  1949  cotton  acreage  from  the  base  period. 
After  the  national  acreage  allotment  is  apportioned  in  this  manner, 
the  bill  would  require  increases  in  certain  State  acreage  allotments  so 
that  the  1954  allotment  for  no  State  would  be  reduced  below  the 
acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  1952  by  more  than  29%  percent.  The 
additional  acreage  required  to  provide  these  minimum  State  acreage 
allotments  would  be  over  and  above  the  national  acreage  allotment  for 
the  1954  crop.  The  minimum  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  would  not 
be  applicable  to  the  apportionment  of  State  acreage  allotments  to 
counties  or  in  the  establishment  of  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  for  extra-long-staple  cotton. 

Adjustments  for  inequities  and  hardship 

Section  2  of  the  bill  also  provides  that  the  State  acreage  reserve 
shall  be  used,  in  addition  to  the  uses  to  which  such  reserve  may  be  put 
under  existing  law,  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to 
prevent  hardship.  Provision  is  also  made  to  permit  the  use  of  the 
county  reserve  in  adjusting  farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and 
prevent  hardship. 

Apportionment  of  the  county  acreage  allotments  to  farms  on  the  basis 
of  farm  acreage  history 

The  bill  provides  that  if  the  county  committee  recopimends  such 
action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action  will  result  in 
more  equitable  allotments,  the  county  acreage  allotment  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  farms  on  the  basis  of  cotton  farm  acreage  history  for  the 
preceding  3  years.  Provision  is  also  made  for  the  county  reserve  to  be 
used  in  the  same  manner  irrespective  of  whether  the  county  allotment 
is  apportioned  to  farms  on  the  basis  of  cropland  or  farm  cotton 
acreage  history. 

Release  and  reapportionment  of  farm  acreage  allotmen  ts 

The  bill  provides  that  for  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage 
allotted  to  a  farm  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county 
committee  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  committee  to  other  farms  in 
the  same  county  in  amounts  determined  by  the  committee  to  be  fair 
and  reasonable  in  relation  to  the  past  acreage  of  cotton  and  other 
specified  factors.  Any  transfer  of  a  farm  allotment  under  this  pro¬ 
vision  would  not  reduce  the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for 
the  farm  surrendering  the  acreage  unless  no  cotton  was  planted  on 
such  farm  for  three  consecutive- years.  It  is  also  provided  that  the 
transferred  acreage  shall  not  operate  to  increase  allotments  for  any 
subsequent  year  for  the  farm  receiving  such  transferred  acreage. 
The  bill  also  provides  that  farm  acreage  allotments  may  be  per¬ 
manently  released  in  writing  to  the  county  committee  and  reappor¬ 
tioned  as  provided  in  the  bill.  v 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  are  shown  as 
follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is  enclosed  in  black 
brackets;  new  matter  is  in  italics;  existing  law  in  which  no  change  is 
proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 
*  *  *  *  *  *  * 
NATIONAL  MARKETING  QUOTA 

Sec.  342.  Whenever  during  any  calendar  year  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  total  supply  of  cotton  for  the  marketing  3'ear  beginning  in  such  calendar  year 
will  exceed  the  normal  supply  for  such  marketing  year,  the  Secretary  shall  pro¬ 
claim  such  fact  and  a  national  marketing  quota  shall  be  in  effect  for  the  crop  of 
cotton  produced  in  the  next  calendar  year.  The  Secretary  shall  also  determine 
and  specify  in  such  proclamation  the  amount  of  the  national  marketing  quota  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  bales  of  cotton  (standard  bales  of  five  hundred  pounds  { 
gross  weight)  adequate,  together  with  (1)  the  estimated  carryover  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  marketing  year  which  begins  in  the  next  calendar  year,  and  (2)  the 
estimated  imports  during  such  marketing  year,  to  make  available  a  normal  supply 
of  cotton.  The  national  marketing  quota  for  any  .year  shall  be  not  less  than  ten 
million  bales  or  one  million  bales  less  than  the  estimated  domestic  consumption 
plus  exports  of  cot  ton  for  the  marketing  year  ending  in  the  calendar  year  in 
which  such  quota  is  proclaimed,  whichever  is  smaller:  Provided,  That  the  national 
marketing  quota  for  [1950]  1954  shall  be  not  less  than  the  number  of  bales 
required  to  provide  a  national  acreage  allotment  of  [twenty-one]  twenty-two  and 
one-ha  f  million  acres.  Such  proclamation  shall  be  made  not  later  than  October 
1 5  of  the  calendar  year  in  which  such  determination  is  made. 

ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Sec.  344. 

******  * 

(b)  The  national  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  for  1953  and  subsequent  years 
shall  be  apportioned  to  the  States  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton 
(including  the  acreage  regarded  as  having  been  planted  to  cotton  under  the 
provisions  of  Public  Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  during  the  five  calendar 
years  immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in  which  the  national  marketing 
quota  is  proclaimed,  with  adjustments  for  abnormal  weather  conditions  during 
such  period  [.]:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other  'provision  of  this  Act, 
no  State  acreage  allotment  for  1954  shall  be  reduced  below  the  acreage  planted  to 
cotton  in  the  State  in  1952  by  more  than  29}f  per  centum  and  the  additional  acreage 
Ml  required  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  acreage  allotment  and  the  production  1 
from  such  acreage  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  marketing  quota.  The  provisions 
of  this  subsection  relating  to  1954  only  shall  not  apply  in  the  establishment  of  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  under  Section  347  of 
this  Act. 

******* 

(e)  The  State  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  shall  be  apportioned  to  counties  on 
the  same  basis  as  to  years  and  conditions  ( except  those  relating  only  to  1954 )  as  is 
applicable  to  the  State  under  subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  this  section:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  State  committee  may  reserve  not  to  exceed  10  per  centum  of  its 
State  acreage  allotment  (15  per  centum  if  the  State’s  1948  planted  acreage  was 
in  excess  of  one  million  acres  and  less  than  half  its  1943  allotment)  which  shall  be 
used  to  make  adjustments  in  county  allotments  for  trends  in  acreage,  for  coun¬ 
ties  adversely  affected  by  abnormal  conditions  affecting  plantings,  or  for  small 
or  new  farms  [.]  ,  or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to  prevent  hardship. 

(f)  The  county  acreage  allotment,  less  not  to  exceed  the  percentage  provided 
for  in  paragraph  3  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which 
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cotton  has  been  planted  (or  regarded  as  having  been  planted  under  the  provisions 
of  Public  Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  immedi¬ 
ately  preceding  the  year  for  which  such  allotment  is  determined  on  the  following 
basis : 

(1)  There  shall  be  allotted  the  smaller  of  the  following:  (A)  five  acres;  or 
(B)  the  highest  number  of  acres  planted  (or  regarded  as  planted  under  Public 
Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  to  cotton  in  any  year  of  such  three-year  period. 

(2)  The  remainder  shall  be  allotted  to  farms  other  than  farms  to  which  an 
allotment  has  been  made  under  paragraph  (1)  (B)  so  that  the  allotment  to  each 
farm  under  this  paragraph  together  with  the  amount  of  the  allotment  to  such 
farm  under  paragraph  (1)  (A)  shall  be  a  prescribed  percentage  (which  percentage 
shall  be  the  same  for  all  such  farms  in  the  county  or  administrative  area)  of  the 
acreage,  during  the  preceding  year,  on  the  farm  which  is  tilled  annually  or  in 
regular  rotation,  excluding  from  such  acreages  the  acres  devoted  to  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  sugarcane  for  sugar;  sugar  beets  for  sugar;  wheat,  tobacco,  or  rice  for  mar¬ 
ket  ;  peanuts  picked  and  threshed ;  wheat  or  rice  for  feeding  to  livestock  for  market; 
or  lands  determined  to  be  devoted  primarily  to  orchards  or  vineyards,  and  non- 
irrigated  lands  in  irrigated  areas:  Provided,  however ,  That  if  a  farm  would  be 
allotted  under  this  paragraph  an  acreage  together  with  the  amount  of  the  allot¬ 
ment  to  such  farm  under  paragraph  (1)  (A)  in  excess  of  the  largest  acreage  planted 
(and  regarded  as  planted  under  Public  Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  to 

/cotton  during  any  of  the  preceding  three  years,  the  acreage  allotment  for  such 
farm  shall  not  exceed  such  largest  acreage  so  planted  (and  regarded  as  planted 
under  Public  Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  in  any  such  year. 

(3)  The  county  committee  may  reserve  not  in  excess  of  15  per  centum  of  the 
county  allotment  (15  per  centum  if  the  States’  1948  planted  cotton  acreage  was 
in  excess  of  one  million  acres  and  less  than  half  its  1943  allotment)  which,  in 
addition  to  the  acreage  made  available  under  the  proviso  in  subsection  (e),  shall 
be  used  for  (A)  establishing  allotments  for  farms  on  which  cotton  was  not  planted 
(or  regarded  as  planted  under  Public  Law  12,  Seventy-ninth  Congress)  during 
any  of  the  three  calendar  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which  the 
allotment  is  made,  on  the  basis  of  land,  labor,  and  equipment  available  for  the 
production  of  cotton,  crop-rotation  practices,  and  the  soil  and  other  physical 
facilities  affecting  the  production  of  cotton;  and  (B)  making  adjustments  of  the 
farm  acreage  allotments  established  under  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  in  relation  to 
the  factors  set  forth  in  this  paragraph  and  abnormal  conditions  of  production  on 
such  farms  [:]  ,  or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acreage  allotments  to  correct 
inequities  and  to  prevent  hardship:  Provided,  That  not  less  than  20  per  centum 
of  the  acreage  reserved  under  this  subsection  shall,  to  the  extent  required,  be 
allotted,  upon  such  basis  as  the  Secretary  deems  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms 
(other  than  farms  to  which  an  allotment  has  been  made  under  subsection  (f) 
(1)  (B)),  if  any,  to  which  an  allotment  of  not  exceeding  fifteen  acres  may  be  made 
under  other  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

******* 

)  (6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this  subsection, 

if  the  county  committee  recommends  such  action  and  the  Secretary  cletermirtfs  that 
such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  county  allotmenutamong 
farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage  allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserveci  under 
paragraph  ( 3 )  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned,  to  farms  on  which  cotton  has 
been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which 
such  allotment  is  determined,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm 
during  such  three  year  period.  If  the  county  acreage  allotment  is  apportioned 
among  the  farms  of  the  county  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph, 
the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  ( 3 )  of  this  subsection  may  be  used  to  make 
adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms 
receiving  allotments  under  this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in 
paragraph  (3). 

(7)  For  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage  allotted  to  individual  farms  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  on  which  cotton  will  not  be  produced  and  which  is  volun¬ 
tarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from  the  allotments  to 
such  farms  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the 
same  county  receiving  allotments,  in  amounts  determined  by  the  county  committee 
to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment 
available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other 
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physical  factors  affecting  the  production  of  cotton.  Any  transfer  of  allotments  under 
this  provision  shall  not  operate  to  reduce  the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for 
the  farm  from  which  acreage  is  transferred,  except  as  the  farm  becomes  ineligible  for 
an  allotment  for  failure  to  produce  cotton  during  a  three-year  period,  and  any  such 
transfer  shall  not  operate  to  increase  the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm 
to  which  the  acreage  is  transferred:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act,  any  part  of  any  farm  acreage  allotment  may  be  permanently 
released  in  writing  to  the.  county  committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm, 
and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein. 


- 


83d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  403 

H.  R.  6665 

[Report  No.  1058] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  30, 1953 

Mr.  Hope  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

July  31, 1953 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic! 


A  BILL 

To  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  342  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

5  (a)  By  striking  out  “1950”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
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“1954”. 

(b)  By  striking  out  the  word  “twenty-one”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  “2-24,  ”  “ twenty-two  and  one-half ”. 

Sec.  2.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 


10  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 
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(a)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  adding 
the  following:  “Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act,  no  State  acreage  allotment  for  1954 
shall  be  reduced  below  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the 
State  in  1952  by  more  than  29-^  per  centum  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  so  required  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national 
acreage  allotment  and  the  production  from  such  acreage 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  marketing  quota,  and  in 
eutubliski-Hg  future  Stute  acreage  allotments  the  total  acre¬ 
age  planted  in  any  State  in  c-xccss  of  the  acreage  that  would 
have  been  allotted  except  for  this  proviso  shall  not  he  counted. 
The  provisions  of  this  subsection  relating  to  1954  only  shall 
not  apply  in  the  establishment  of  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  under  sec¬ 
tion  347  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  By  changing  subsection  (e)  by  inserting  after  the 
words  “and  conditions”  the  language  “(except  those  relat¬ 
ing  only  to  1954)  ”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
such  subsection  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
adding  “or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to 
prevent  hardship.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  the  colon 

before  the  word  “ Provided ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  comma  and  adding  “or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acre- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


age  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  to  prevent  hard¬ 
ship:”. 

(b)  By  adding  two  new  paragraphs  “  (6)  ”  and  “  (7)  ” 
at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1 ) 
and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  if  the  county  committee  recom¬ 
mends  such  action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
action  will  faedhate  the  efleetive  administration  ef  the  Aet 
and  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  county 
allotment  among  farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage 
allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  (3) 
of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which 
cotton  has  been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  year  for  which  such  allotment  is 
determined,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  during  such  three-year  period.  If  the  county  acre¬ 
age  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the  farms  of  the  county 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  acre¬ 
age  reserved  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  may  be 
used  to  make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which 
are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  under 
this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in 
paragraph  ( 3 ) . 

“(7)  For  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage 
allotted  to  individual  farms  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
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tion  on  which  cotton  will  not  be  produced  and  which  is 
voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  be 
deducted  from  the  allotments  to  such  farms  and  may  be 
reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in 
the  same  county  receiving  allotments,  in  amounts  determined 
by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on 
the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equip¬ 
ment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation 
practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  factors  affecting  the 
production  of  cotton.  Any  transfer  of  allotments  under 
this  provision  shall  not  operate  to  reduce  the  allotment  for 
any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  from  which  acreage  is 
transferred,  except  as  the  farm  becomes  ineligible  for  an 
allotment  for  failure  to  produce  cotton  during  a  three-year 
period,  and  any  such  transfer  shall  not  operate  to  increase 
the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  to  which 
the  acreage  is  transferred:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding 
any  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  any  part  of  any  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the 
county  committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm, 
and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein.” 
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consideration  of  the  bill  (S.  285)  to  cre¬ 
ate  a  committee  to  study  and  evaluate 
public  and  private  experiments  in 
weather  modification. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc. — 

STATEMENT  OF  PURPOSE  AND  POLICY 

Research  and  experimentation  in  the  field 
of  weather  modification  and  control  have 
attained  the  stage  at  which  the  application 
of  scientific  advances  in  this  field  appears 
to  be  practical. 

The  effect  of  the  use  of  measures  for  the 
control  of  weather  phenomena  upon  the  so¬ 
cial,  economic,  and  political  structures  of  to¬ 
day,  and  upon  national  security,  cannot  now 
be  determined.  It  is  a  field  in  which  un¬ 
known  factors  are  involved.  It  is  reasonable 
to  anticipate,  however,  that  modification 
and  control  of  weather,  if  effective  on  a  large 
scale,  would  cause  profound  changes  in  our 
present  way  of  life  and  would  result  in  vast 
and  far-reaching  benefits  to  agriculture,  in¬ 
dustry,  commerce,  and  the  general  welfare 
and  common  defense. 

While  the  ultimate  extent  to  which 
weather  modification  and  control  may  be 
utilized  is  speculative,  the  application  of 
such  measures  without  proper  safeguards, 
sufficient  data  and  accurate  information  may 
result  in  inadequate  or  excessive  precipita¬ 
tion;  may  cause  catastrophic  droughts, 
storms,  floods,  and  other  phenomena  with 
consequent  loss  of  life  and  property ,  injury 
to  navigable  streams  and  other  channels  of 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce,  injury  to 
water  supplies  for  municipal,  irrigation,  and 
industrial  purposes,  and  injury  to  sources  of 
hydroelectric  power;  may  otherwise  impede 
the  production  and  transportation  of  goods 
and  services  for  domestic  consumption  and 
export  and  for  the  national  defense;  and  may 
otherwise  adversely  affect  the  general  welfare 
and  common  defense. 

Through  experimentation  and  full-scale 
operations  in  weather  modification  and  con¬ 
trol  will  of  necessity  affect  areas  extending 
across  State  and  possibly  across  national 
boundaries.  The  Congress,  therefore  recog¬ 
nizes  that  experimentation  and  application 
of  such  measures  are  matters  of  national  and 
international  concern. 

Accordingly,  it  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the 
policy  of  the  Congress,  in  order  to  effect  the 
maximum  benefit  which  may  result  from 
experiments  and  operations  designed  to 
modify  and  control  weather,  to  correlate 
and  evaluate  the  information  derived  from 
such  activity  and  to  cooperate  with  the 
several  States  and  the  duly  authorized  of¬ 
ficials  thereof  with  respect  to  such  activity, 
all  to  the  end  of  encouraging  the  intel¬ 
ligent  experimentation  and  the  beneficial 
development  of  weather  modification  and 
control,  preventing  its  harmful  and  indis¬ 
criminate  exercise,  and  fostering  sound  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  in  the  public  interest. 

CREATION  OF  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  ON  WEATHER 
CONTROL 

Sec.  2.  There  is  hereby  established  a  na¬ 
tional  committee  to  be  known  as  the  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  on  Weather  Control  (here¬ 
inafter  called  the  “Committee”) . 

Sec.  3.  The  Committee  shall  make  a  com¬ 
plete  study  and  evaluation  of  public  and 
private  experiments  in  weather  control  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  extent  to 
which  the  United  States  should  experiment 
with,  engage  in,  or  regulate  activities  de¬ 
signed  to  control  weather  conditions. 

Sec.  4.  The  Committee  shall  be  composed 
of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  or  his  designee. 


the  Secretary  of  Commerce  or  his  designee, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of  his  designee, 
and  five  members  appointed  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  Senate,  from  among,  persons  in  private 
life  of  outstading  ability  in  the  fields  of 
science,  agriculture,  and  business.  A  vacancy 
in  the  committee  shall  not  affect  its  powers 
but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  manner  that 
the  original  appointment  was  made. 

Sec.  5.  The  Committee  shall  elect  a  chair¬ 
man  and  a  vice  chairman  from  among  its 
members,  the  chairman  to  be  elected  from 
among  those  appointe  from  private  life. 

Sec.  6.  The  Committee  shall  meet  semi¬ 
annually  on  the  first  Monday  in  April  and 
the  first  Monday  in  October,  and,  on  due  no¬ 
tice,  at  such  other  times  as  the  committee 
may  determine.  Five  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

Sec.  7.  The  members  of  the  committee 
who  are  in  the  executive  branch  of  the 
Government  shall  receive  no  additional 
compensation  for  their  services  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  members  from  private  life  shall 
each  receive  $50  per  diem  when  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  duties  vested  in  the 
Committee.  All  members  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  shall  be  reimbursed  in  accordance  with 
the  Travel  Expense  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary 
expenses  incurred  by  them  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  duties  vested  in  the  Committee. 

Sec.  8.  The  Committee  shall  have  power  to 
appoint  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such 
officers  and  employees  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  out  the  functions  of  the  Committee, 
including  one  executive  secretary  at  a  salary 
not  exceeding  $11,000  per  annum.  Officers 
and  employees  other  than  the  executive  sec¬ 
retary  shall  be  appointed  in  accordance  with 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  as  amended, 
except  that  to  the  extent  the  Committee 
deems  such  action  necessary  to  the  dis¬ 
charge  of  its  responsibilities,  personnel  for 
positions  requiring  scientific  or  special  quali¬ 
fications  may  be  employed  and  their  com¬ 
pensation  fixed  without  regard  to  such  laws. 
The  Committee  shall  make  adequate  pro¬ 
vision  for  administrative  review  of  any  de¬ 
termination  to  dismiss  any  employee. 

Sec.  9.  (a)  The  Committee,  or  any  mem¬ 
ber  thereof,  may,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
out  the  provisions  of  this  act,  hold  such 
hearings  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  and  take  such  testimony  as  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  deem  advisable.  Any  member  of 
the  Committee  may  administer  oaths  or 
affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  Committee  or  before  such  member. 

(b)  The  Committee  is  authorized  to  se¬ 
cure  directly  from  any  executive  depart¬ 
ment,  bureau,  agency,  board,  commission, 
office,  independent  establishment,  or  instru¬ 
mentality  information,  suggestions,  esti¬ 
mates,  and  statistics,  for  the  purpose  of  this 
act;  and  each  such  department,  bureau, 
agency,  board,  commission,  office,  establish¬ 
ment,  or  instrumentality  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  furnish  such  information,  sug¬ 
gestions,  estimates,  and  statistics  directly 
to  the  Committee,  upon  request  made  by  the 
Chairman  or  Vice  Chairman. 

(c)  The  Committee  may,  with  the  consent 
of  the  agency  concerned,  accept  and  utilize, 
on  a  reimbursable  basis,  the  personnel  of 
any  other  agency  of  the  Federal  Government. 

(d)  (1)  The  Committee  shall  be  entitled 
by  regulation,  subpena,  or  otherwise,  to  ob¬ 
tain  such  information  from,  require  such  re¬ 
ports  and  the  keeping  of  such  records  by, 
and  make  such  inspection  of  the  books,  rec¬ 
ords,  and  other  writings,  premises  or  prop¬ 
erty  of,  any  person  as  may  be  necessary  or 
appropriate  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  but  this  authority  shall  not  be  ex¬ 
ercised  if  adequate  and  authoritative  data 
are  available  from  any  Federal  agency.  In 


case  of  contumacy  by,  or  refusal  to  obey  a 
subpena  served  upon,  any  person  referred  to 
in  this  subsection,  the  district  court  of  the 
United  States  for  any  district  in  which  such 
person  is  found  or  resides  or  transacts  busi¬ 
ness,  upon  application  by  the  Committee, 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  issue  an  order 
requiring  such  person  to  appear  and  give 
testimony  or  to  appear  and  produce  docu¬ 
ments,  or  both;  and  any  failure  to  obey  such 
order  of  the  court  may  be  punished  by  such 
court  as  a  contempt  thereof. 

(2)  The  production  of  a  person’s  books, 
records,  or  other  documentary  evidence  shall 
not  be  required  at  any  place  other  than  the 
place  where  such  person  usually  keeps  them, 
if,  prior  to  the  return  date  specified  in  the 
regulations,  subpena,  or  other  document  is¬ 
sued  with  respect  thereto,  such  person  fur¬ 
nishes  the  Committee  with  a  true  copy  of 
such  books,  records,  or  other  documentary 
evidence  (certified  by  such  person  under 
oath  to  be  a  true  and  correct  copy)  or  enters 
into  a  stipulation  with  the  Committee  as  to 
the  information  contained  in  such  books, 
records,  or  other  documentary  evidence. 
Witnesses  shall  be  paid  the  same  fees  and 
mileage  that  are  paid  witnesses  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States. 

(3)  Any  person  who  willfully  performs 
any  act  prohibited  or  willfully  fails  to  per¬ 
form  any  act  required  by  the  above  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection,  or  any  rule,  reg¬ 
ulation,  or  order  thereunder,  shall  upon 
conviction  be  fined  not  more  than  $500  for 
each  offense. 

(4)  Information  obtained  under  this  act 
which  the  Committee  deems  confidential  for 
purposes  of  national  security  or  other  rea¬ 
sons  or  with  reference  to  which  a  request 
for  confidential  treatment  is  made  by  the 
person  or  agency  furnishing  such  informa¬ 
tion,  shall  not  be  published  or  disclosed  un¬ 
less  the  Committee  determines  that  the 
withholding  thereof  is  contrary  to  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  act,  and  any  member  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  Committee  willfully  violating 
this  provision  shall,  upon  conviction,  be 
fined  not  more  than  $5,000. 

(e)  The  Committee  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  free  use  of  the  United  States  mails  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  other  executive 
agencies  of  the  Government. 

Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Committee  shall  report 
its  findings  and  recommendations  to  the 
Congress  from  time  to  time.  Particularly 
it  shall  report,  at  the  earliest  possible  mo¬ 
ment,  on  the  advisability  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  regulating,  by  means  of  licenses  or 
otherwise,  those  who  attempt  to  engage  in 
activities  designed  to  modify  or  control  the 
weather.  The  Committee  shall  make  a  final 
report  to  the  Congress  not  later  than  June 
30,  1956. 

(b)  Thirty  days  after  the  submission  to 
the  Congress  of  such  final  report,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  cease  to  exist. 

Sec.  11  .There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  from  any  funds  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  such  sum  as  the 
Congress  may  from  time  to  time  deem  neces¬ 
sary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  tjiis  act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments: 

Page  4,  line  1,  after  the  word  “designee”, 
insert:  “the  Director  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation  or  his  designee,  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  or  his 
designee.” 

Page  4,  strike  out  lines  10,  11,  and  12,  and 
insert  the’  following : 

“Sec.  5.  The  President  shall  appoint  the 
Chairman  and  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee.  The  Chairman  shall  be  appointed 
from  among  those  persons  appointed  to  the 
Committee  from  private  life.” 

Page  4,  strike  out  lines  17,  18,  19,  and  21 
and  insert: 

"Sec.  6.  The  Committee  shall  hold  at  least 
two  meetings  a  year,  approximately  6  months 
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apart,  and,  on  due  notice,  shall  meet  at  such 
other  times  as  the  Committee  may  deter¬ 
mine.  Six  members  of  the  Committee  shall 
constitute  a  quorum.” 

Page  5,  line  17,  strike  out  ‘'$11,000"  and 
Insert:  “$12,000.” 

Page  8,  strike  out  lines  21  to  25  and  on 
page  9  lines  1  to  5  and  insert  the  following: 

“Sec.  10.  (a)  The  Committee  shall  from 
time  to  time  submit  a  report  on  its  findings 
and  recommendations  to  the  President  for 
submission  to  the  Congress.  At  the  earliest 
possible  moment,  the  Committee  shall  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  to  the  President  for  submission 
to  the  Congress  on  the  advisability  of  the 
Federal  Government  regulating,  by  means  of 
licenses  or  otherwise,  those  who  attempt  to 
engage  in  activities  designed  to  modify  or 
control  the  weather.  The  Committee  shall 
submit  a  final  report  to  the  President  for 
submission  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
June  30,  1956. 

“(b)  Thirty  days  after  the  Committee  has 
submitted  such  final  report  to  the  President, 
the  Committee  shall  cease  to  exist.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

JEFFERSON  NATIONAL  EXPANSION 
MEMORIAL 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6549) 
to  provide  for  the  construction  of  the 
Jefferson  National  Expansion  Memorial 
at  the  site  of  old  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  in  gen¬ 
eral  accordance  with  the  plan  approved 
by  the  United  States  Territorial  Expan¬ 
sion  Memorial  Commission,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
what  is  this  bill  all  about? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  bill  that  will  authorize  the  Federal 
Government  to  proceed  with  a  contract 
with  the  city  of  St.  Louis  for  a  memorial 
at  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  but  without  expense  to 
the  Government  at  this  time.  This  bill 
will  not  cost  the  Government  anything 
unless  later  on  appropriations  are  made. 
There  is  an  agreement  in  the  report  that 
at  no  time  will  the  friends  of  this  me¬ 
morial  make  a  request  for  an  appropria¬ 
tion  until  the  Federal  budget  is  in  bal¬ 
ance. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  What  is 
the  estimated  future  appropriation? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  The  estimated  fu¬ 
ture  appropriations  might  run  to  four  or 
five  million  dollars. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  does  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  think  the  budget  ever  will  be 
in  balance? 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE.  This  bill  will  not 
cost  the  Government  a  cent  until  the 
budget  is  in  balance.  If  the  passage  of 
this  bill  results  in  a  balanced  budget  at 
an  early  date  the  bill  is  truly  a  gift  from 
heaven. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  LeCompte]  ? 


There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  there  Is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  constructed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  upon  the  Jefferson  Na¬ 
tional  Expansion  Memorial  National  Historic 
Site,  St.  Louis.  Mo.,  an  appropriate  national 
memorial  to  those  persons  who  made  pos¬ 
sible  the  territorial  expansion  of  the  United 
States,  including  President  Thomas  Jeffer- 
sdn  and  his  aides,  Livingston,  and  Monroe, 
who  negotiated  the  Louisiana  Purchase,  the 
great  explorers,  Lewis  and  Clark,  and  the 
hardy  hunters,  trappers,  frontiersmen,  pio¬ 
neers,  and  others  who  contributed  to  such 
expansion. 

Sec.  2.  (a)  The  memorial  authorized  herein 
shall  be  constructed  in  general,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  plan  approved  by  the  United 
States  Territorial  Expansion  Memorial  Com¬ 
mission  on  May  25,  1948.  The  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  authorized  to  enter  into  such 
contracts  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  act.  The  Secretary  is 
also  authorized  to  employ,  in  his  discre¬ 
tion,  by  contract  or  otherwise,  landscape^ 
architects,  architects,  engineers,  sculptors, 
artists,  other  expert  consultants,  or  firms, 
partnerships,  or  associations  thereof,  and  to 
include  in  any  such  contract  provision  for 
the  utilization  of  the  services  and  facilities, 
and  the  payment  of  the  travel  and  other 
expenses,  of  their  respective  organizations, 
in  accordance  with  the  usual  customs  of  the 
the  several  professions  and  at  the  prevailing 
rates  for  such  services  and  facilities,  without 
regard  to  the  civil-service  laws  or  regulations, 
the  Classification  Act  of  1949,  section  3709  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  or  any 
other  law  or  regulation  relating  to  either 
employment  or  compensation. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  memorial,  is  authorized  to  grant 
such  easements  as  are  in  the  public  interest, 
and,  in  his  discretion,  to  convey  to  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  for  above-ground  parking  struc¬ 
tures,  under  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
he  may  consider  to  be  compatible  with  main¬ 
taining  the  integrity,  appearance,  and  pur¬ 
poses  of  Said  memorial,  such  portion  of  the 
historic  site  as  may  in  his  judgment  be  ex¬ 
cluded  therefrom  without  detriment  there¬ 
to,  subject,  however,  to  reversion  of  such 
portion  of  the  historic  site  to  the  United 
States  if  such  excluded  area  ceases  to  be 
used  for  parking  purposes  by  said  city. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  grant  easements  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  underground  structures  suitable 
for  public  protection  under  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  he  may  consider  to  be  compati¬ 
ble  with  maintaining  the  integrity,  appear¬ 
ance,  and  purposes  of  said  memorial. 

Sec.  3.  The  memorial  project  authorized 
herein  shall  not  be  undertaken  until  there 
shall  have  been  reached  an  agreement  sat¬ 
isfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
providing  for  the  relocation  of  the  railroad 
tracks  and  structures  now  situated  on  lands 
adjacent  to  the  Jefferson  National  Expan¬ 
sion,  Memorial  National  Historic  Site,  be¬ 
tween  the  boundary  of  the  site  and  the 
river.  Such  agreement  shall  contain  such 
terms  as  may  be  deemed  desirable  by  the 
Secretary  but  shall  contain  a  provision  limit¬ 
ing  the  Federal  expenditure  of  funds  in  con¬ 
nection  wifh  such  relocation  of  the  tracks 
and  structures  to  work  undertaken  within 
the  historic  site  area. 

Sec.  4.  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  not  to  exceed  $5  million  to 
complete  certain  elements  of  the  memorial 
as  authorized  by  this  act.  These  elements 
are  specifically  described  as  (1)  railroad  re¬ 
location,  $1,875,000;  (2)  grading  and  filling, 
$1,125,000;  (3)  landscaping,  $500,000;  (4) 

paved  areas,  utilities,  and  so  forth,  $900,000; 
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and  (5)  restoration  of  Old  Courthouse,  $600,- 
000.  Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by 
this  act  shall  be  expended  by  the  United 
States  for  construction  of  the  memorial  in 
the  ratio  of  $3  of  Federal  funds  for  each  $1 
of  money  contributed  hereafter  by  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  or  other  non-Federal  source  for 
purposes  of  the  memorial,  and  for  such  pur¬ 
poses  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  accept 
from  the  said  city  or  other  non-Federal 
sources,  and  to  utilize  for  purposes  of  this 
act,  any  money  so  contributed:  Provided, 
That  the  value  of  any  land  hereafter  con¬ 
tributed  by  the  city  of  St.  Louis  shall  be 
excluded  from  the  computation  of  the  city's 
share. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


AMENDING  CERTAIN  PROVISIONS 

OF  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT 

ACT  OF  1938 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6665)  to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  relating  to  cotton-marketing 
quotas. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  342  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  “1950”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  “1954.” 

(b)  By  striking  out  the  word  “twenty-one” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “twenty-two 
and  one-half.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amend¬ 
ed  as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end 
of  subsection  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  there¬ 
of  a  colon  and  adding  the  following:  “Pro¬ 
vided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  this  act,  no  State  acreage  allotment 
for  1954  shall  be  reduced  below  the  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952  by 
more  than  29 '/2  percent  and  the  additional 
acreage  so  required  shall  be  in  addition  to 
the  national  acreage  allotment  and  the  pro¬ 
duction  from  such  acreage  shall  be  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  national  marketing  quota.  The 
provisions  of  this  subsection  relating  to  1954 
only  shall  not  apply  in  the  establishment  of 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  for 
extra  long  staple  cotton  under  section  347 
of  this  act.” 

(b)  By  changing  subsection  (e)  by  insert¬ 
ing  after  the  words  “and  conditions"  the 
language  “(except  those  relating  only  to 
1954)”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end 
of  such  subsection  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  a  comma  and  adding  “or  to  correct 
inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to  prevent 
hardship.” 

(c)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  (3) 
the  colon  before  the  word  “ Provided ”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  add¬ 
ing  ‘‘or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  to 
prevent  hardship :  ”. 

(d)  By  adding  two  new  paragraphs  “(6)” 
and  “(7)”  at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
if  the  county  committee  recommends  such 
action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that 
such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  county  allotment  among 
farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage  al¬ 
lotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  shall  be 
apportioned  to  farms  on  which  cotton  has 
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been  planted  in  any  1  of  the  3  years  Imme¬ 
diately  preceding  the  year  for  which  such 
allotment  is  determined,  on  the  basis  of 
the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm 
during  such  3-year  period.  If  the  county 
acreage  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the 
farms  of  the  county  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  acreage  re¬ 
served  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  may  be  used  to  make  adjustments  so  as 
to  establish  allotments  which  are  fair  and 
reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  un¬ 
der  this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (3) . 

“(7)  For  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the 
acreage  allotted  to  individual  farms  under 
the  provisions  of  this  section  on  which  cot¬ 
ton  will  not  be  produced  and  which  is  volun¬ 
tarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee 
shall  be  deducted  from  the  allotments  to 
such  farms  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the 
county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same 
county  receiving  allotments,  in  amounts  de¬ 
termined  by  the  county  committee  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment 
available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop 
rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physi¬ 
cal  factors  affecting  the- production  of  cotton. 
Any  transfer  of  allotments  under  this  provi¬ 
sion  shall  not  operate  to  reduce  the  allotment 
for  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  from 
which  acreage  is  transferred,  except  as  the 
farm  becomes  ineligible  for  an  allotment  for 
failure  to  produce  cotton  during  a  3 -year 
period,  and  any  such  transfer  shall  not  op¬ 
erate  to  increase  the  allotment  for  any  sub¬ 
sequent  year  for  the  farm  to  which  the  acre¬ 
age  is  transferred:  Provided,  That  notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provisions  of  this  act, 
any  part  of  any  farm-acreage  allotment  may 
be  permanently  released  in  ■writing  to  the 
county  committee  by  the  owner  and  opera¬ 
tor  of  the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  pro¬ 
vided  herein.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  second  de¬ 
manded? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  de¬ 
mand  a  second. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  a  second  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  my¬ 
self  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  many  Members  of  the 
House  know,  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  for  several  weeks  been  attempt¬ 
ing  to  get  together  on  a  bill  dealing  with 
cotton  acreage  allotments.  It  has  been 
a  very  difficult  situation  with  which  to 
deal  because  there  are  many  conflicting 
interests  involved.  I  am  happy  to  say 
that  the  committee  this  morning  was 
able  to  get  together  on  a  bill.  Many 
areas  and  many  interests  have  been  will¬ 
ing  to  compromise  their  conflicting 
views,  and  I  believe  we  have  a  bill  which 
is  fair  to  all  areas  of  the  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very  important  that 
we  pass  a  cotton  acreage  bill.  That  is 
the  reason  that  the  committee  has  de¬ 
voted  so  much  time  and  attention  to  the 
matter.  As  far  as  we  can  foresee  now,  it 
is  almost  certain  that  there  will  be  mark¬ 
eting  quotas  on  cotton  next  year,  and  if 
there  are  marketing  quotas,  based  on 
the  information  which  we  have  at  the 
present  time,  the  total  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  will  be  17,500,000  acres,  and  that 
will  require  a  reduction  in  acreage  below 
the  1953  acreage  of  something  like  35 


percent  as  a  national  average  and  con¬ 
siderably  more  than  that  in  some  States. 

For  instance,  under  the  existing  law 
the  acreage  allotment  for  California 
next  year,  on  the  basis  of  a  17,500,000- 
acre  national  allotment  would  be  49 
percent  of  the  1953  planted  acreage  this 
year,  and  there  would  be  other  States 
which  would  suffer  severe  hardships. 

This  bill  does  five  things.  I  will  re¬ 
fer  to  them  very  briefly.  First,  it  pro¬ 
vides  that  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  for  1954  will  be  22,500,000  acres. 
That  is  the  basic  allotment.  In  the 
second  place  it  provides  that  no  State 
will  receive  an  acreage  cut  of  more  than 
29.5  percent  below  its  1952  acreage.  The 
acreage  required  for  this  purpose  will 
be  in  addition  to  the  national  acreage 
allotment.  In  the  third  place  it  pro-""| 
vides  that  the  State  acreage  reserves  ; 
shall  be  used  in  addition  to  other  pur-  t 
poses  for  correcting  inequities  in  farm  ; 
allotments.  That  is  a  very  important  ^ 
matter  as  every  Member  who  comes  l 
from  a  cotton  section  knows.  The  next  | 
point  covered  by  this  bill  is  that  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  county  committees  may  appor¬ 
tion  farm  acreage  allotments  on  the 
basis  of  previous  farm  history.  The 
last  provision  provides  that  for  1954 
and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage  allotted 
to  any  farm  which  is  voluntarily  sur¬ 
rendered  by  the  operator  of  that  farm 
may  be  reallocated  to  other  farms  in 
the  county. 

That,  in  brief,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  bill 
before  you.  I  can  say  that  it  was  re¬ 
ported  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
this  morning,  not  entirely  but  almost 
unanimously,  and  it  represents  the  view¬ 
point  of  Members  from  all' parts  of  the 
country,  including  a  large  number  from 
the  Cotton  States. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  crops  are  covered 
under  this?  Is  it  limited  to  wheat  and 
cotton? 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  is  limited  to  cotton. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Mahon]  and  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  .Wickersham]  have 
just  asked  me  about  the  matter  of  mak¬ 
ing  adjustments  in  our  cotton  acreage 
base  for  unusual  weather  in  connection 
with  the  drought  in  west  Texas  and 
Oklahoma  during  the  last  2  years.  May 
I  ask  the  gentleman  if  it  is  not  correct 
to  say  that  the  representatives  of  the 
Department  were  present,  including  the 
Solicitor  of  the  Department,  and  upon 
questioning  the  Solicitor  stated  that  un¬ 
questionably  the  Department  had  the 
right  under  the  present  law  to  make 
those  adjustments,  that  the  Department 
does  consider  that  this  drought  was  the 
type  of  unusual  weather  condition  that 
the  law  contemplated,  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  most  certainly  would  make  adjust¬ 
ments  under  the  existing  law,  and  there¬ 
fore  there  was  no  need  for  providing  any 
further  provisions  in  this  bill  regarding 


unusual  weather  conditions.  In  other 
words,  he  said  that  the  present  law  is 
adequate  and  will  be  used. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct.  I  think 
I  can  say  that  had  the  committee  not 
received  that  assurance  we  would  have 
given  consideration  to  that  particular 
aspect  of  the  matter  in  view  of  severe 
drought  conditions  now  prevailing. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  The  Solicitor 
informed  you  that  he  thought  under  the 
present  act  he  had  that  authority,  or 
is  it  under  this  new  amendment  here? 

Mr.  HOPE.  No,  it  is  under  existing 
law. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  He  stated  that 
he  had  the  right,  but  did  he  indicate 
that  they  would  exercise  that  right? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes,  as  strongly  as  could 
be  indicated. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Not  only  this 
year,  but  from  during  a  period  lasting 
16  to  40  months  a  drought  has  occurred 
in  western  Oklahoma.  We  are  in  a  very 
peculiar  situation,  as  the  gentleman 
from  Kansas  knows.  I  used  to  live  in 
his  district.  In  his  district  they  do  not 
grow  any  cotton.  In  my  district,  which 
is  500  miles  long  and  comprises  21,430 
square  miles,  the  area  is  so  diversified 
that  in  the  heart  of  this  district  we  have 
to  raise  cattle,  grow  either  cotton,  wheat, 
or  grain  sorghums,  peanuts,  or  alfalfa, 
or  a  combination  of  these  crops,  alter¬ 
nating  our  crops  because  of  conditions. 

In  such  areas  farmers  are  plagued  by 
leaf  hoppers,  grasshoppers,  green  'bugs, 
and  boll  weevils,  and  on  top  of  that 
they  suffer  severe  droughts,  hailstorms, 
and  sandstorms.  In  that  particular 
area  30  percent  of  the  cotton  in 
my  district  has  not  been  planted,  usually 
there  is  more  cotton  planted  in  my  dis¬ 
trict  than  in  the  balance  of  the  State 
combined.  For  many  years  prior  to 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  our  farm¬ 
ers  voluntarily  reduced  the  acreage.  _ 
These  droughts  and  other  unusual 
weather  conditions  have  further  greatly 
reduced  our  cotton  acreage.  Many 
areas  are  not  even  planted  at  all.  Will 
such  areas,  counties,  and  individual 
farms  be  considered  as  having  been 
planted,  for  the  purpose  of  making  addi¬ 
tional  State,  county,  and  farm  allot¬ 
ments? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  believe  the  gentleman  \ 
will  recall  that  when  I  asked  the  specific 
question  if  they  consider  the  present 
drought  in  Texas  and  Oklahoma  as  meet¬ 
ing  the  requirements  of  unusual  weather 
conditions  he  said:  “Yes.”  I  asked  if 
they  would  make  an  adjustment,  and 
he  said  “Yes.”  Of  course,  he  could  not  j 
tell  us  exactly  what  the  adjustment 
would  be,  for  that  would  depend  on  the 
amount  of  damage  that  was  found. 

Mr.  HOPE.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  that  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  nailed  that 
matter  down  in  the  committee,  so  I  do 
not  think  there  can  be  any  question 
about  it  whatever. 

May  I  say  in  conclusion  that  it  is  very 
important  from  the  standpoint  not  only 
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of  cotton  but  of  the  entire  agriculture  of 
this  country  that  this  legislation  be 
passed.  In  the  first  place,  if  we  do  not 
pass  it  and  permit  an  increased  acreage 
as  far  as  cotton  is  concerned,  we  may 
find  ourselves  in  the  same  situation  we 
did  after  the  Korean  war  broke  out, 
when  we  had  what  amounted  to  a  short¬ 
age  of  cotton  in  this  country  and  by 
reason  of  it  we  had  to  prohibit  exports 
and  thereby  lost  market  outlets,  while 
other  countries  expanded  production. 
That  very  fact  has  contributed  materi¬ 
ally  to  the  cotton  situation  that  we  have 
today.  In  the  second  place,  unless  we 
pass  this  legislation  the  cut  in  cotton 


acreage  will  be  so  severe  that  it  is  going 
to  be  reflected  in  increased  acreage  in 
other  crops,  which  will  further  compli¬ 
cate  surplus  situations  in  the  those  crops. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute,  to  concur  in  the 
splendid  statement  made  by  my  friend 
from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope],  and  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  fact  that  this  legislation  is 
vital  to  the  welfare  of  the  entire  Nation. 
I  urge  its  adoption. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  all  Members  desiring  to  do  so  may 
extend  their  remarks  on  this  bill  at  this 
point  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
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the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Speaker,  many 
Members  from  the  cotton-growing  States 
have  asked  me  to  place  in  the  Record  a 
table  with  respect  to  the  effect  of  the 
Hope  bill,  H.  R.  6665,  which  was  an 
amendment  to  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating 
to  cotton-marketing  quotas,  and  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  House  today.  I  incorpo¬ 
rate  this  table  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 
Column  No.  3  shows  the  indicated  ap¬ 
proximate  State  allotments  under  the 
bill  H.  R.  6665. 


Cotton:  Apportionment  of  an  assumed  national  acreage  allotment  of  22.5  million  acres  to  States  with  minimum  State  allotments  based  on 

reductions  of  not  more  than  29.5  percent  of  1952  acreage 


Alabama _ _ 

Arizona _ ». 

Arkansas - - 

California _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia.... _ _ 

Illinois _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

Louisiana _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Nevada _ _ 

New  Mexico _ 

North  Carolina... _ 

Oklahoma _ _ _ _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee . . . . _ 

Texas _ 

Virginia _ _ _ _ _ 

United  States . . . . 


State 


Acreage  in 
cultivation 
July  1,  1952 


(1) 


Thousand  acres 
1,  556. 0 
616.0 
1,910.0 
1,  405.  8 
55.0 
1,  439.  0 
2.6 


10.3 
899.0 
2,  399.  0 
495.0 
1.8 
288.0 
753.  0 
1,  283. 0 
1,  109.  0 
841.0 
11,719.0 
26.0 


26, 808.  5 


Apportionment 
of  22.5  million 
.  acres  on  basis 
of  present  law 1 


(2) 


Thousand  acres 
1,  437. 0 
368.0 
1, 943. 0 
893.0 
43.0 

1,  275.  0 

4. 1 

0.1 

11.2 

816.0 

2,  244.  0 
485.0 

1.0 
215.0 
666.0 
1,171.0 
996.0 
729.0 
9, 180. 1 
22.5 


22, 500.  0 


Indicated  State 
allotments  with 
maximum  cuts 
of  29.5  percent 
of  1952  planted 
acreage 

(3) 


Thousand  acres 
1, 437. 0 
434.3 
1, 943. 0 
991.1 
43.0 
1, 275.  0 
4.1 
0.1 
11.2 
816.0 
2,  244.  0 
485.0 
1.3 
215.0 
666.0 
1,171.0 
996.0 
729.0 
9, 180. 1 
22.6 


22, 664.  7 


Indicated  al¬ 
lotment  as  a 
percent  of 
1952  planted 
acreage 

(4) 


Percent 

92.4 

70.5 

101.7 

70.5 
78.2 

88.6 

157.7 


108.  7 
90.8 
93.5 
98.0 

72.2 

74.7 

88.4 
91.  3 

89.8 
86.7 

78.3 

86.5 


84.  5 


1  Subject  to  changes  in  1950  basic  acreage  data  because  of  provisions  of  Public  Law 
471,  81st  Cong,  and  Public  Law  272,  81st  Cong. 


Source:  Prepared  in  the  Production  Programs  Division  of  the  Cotton  Branch 
PMA. 


Mr.  Speaker,  many  proposals  were 
considered  in  the  long  discussions  that 
ultimately  produced  a  bill  that  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  presented  to  the 
House  as  a  compromise  between  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  producers  of  the  old  Cot¬ 
ton  Belt  in  the  South  and  the  newer  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  to  the  West.  The  Record 
should  show  some  of  these  proposals. 

Congress  already  had  provided  a  law, 
in  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  for  allotting  cotton  acreage  when 
that  became  necessary  to  bring  produc¬ 
tion  into  line  with  consumption.  How¬ 
ever,  because  of  greatly  increased  plant¬ 
ings  of  cotton  in  the  West  during  the 
last  3  years,  that  area  felt  it  should  have 
a  larger  share  of  the  acreage,  in  1954  al¬ 
lotments,  than  was  provided  in  the  law 
governing  these  allotments.  This  law 
stipulates  that  the  acreage  should  be 
apportioned  among  the  States  on  the 
basis  of  their  average  production  for 
the  five  preceding  years,  1947-48-50- 
51-52. 

A  proposal  was  made  that  the  acreage 
in  1954  be  allotted  on  the  basis  of  acre¬ 
age  planted  in  the  three  most  immedi¬ 
ate  years,  1951-52-53,  and  that  no  State 
should  have  an  acreage  cut  of  more  than 
25  percent  below  1952  acreage.  This 
would  have  moved  larger  allotments  to 
the  West. 


Here  are  two  sets  of  tables  showing 
how  such  a  3 -year  proposal  would  have 
worked,  as  compared  with  the  present 


law,  assuming  national  allotments  of  17,- 
500,000  acres  or  22,500,000  acres: 


Cotton:  Apportionment  of  an  assumed  national  allotment  of  17.5  million  acres  to  States 
on  basis  of  present  law  and  estimated  1951-53  average  acreage  with  minimum  State 
allotment  of  75  percent  of  1952  acreage 


State 

(1) 

Acreage 
in  cultiva¬ 
tion,  July  1, 
1952 

(2) 

State  distribution 

Percent  of  1952  acreage 

75  percent 
of  1952 
acreage 

(7) 

Present 
law  2 

(3) 

3  year, 
1951-53  ‘ 

(4) 

Present 

law 

(5) 

3  year, 
1951-53 

(6) 

Thousand 

Thousand 

Thousand 

Thousand 

acres 

acres 

acres 

Percent 

Percent 

acres 

Alabama . . . . 

1,  556 

1,118 

982 

72 

63 

1, 167 

Arizona.. . . . 

616 

286 

376 

46 

61 

462 

Arkansas _ 

1,910 

1,  511 

1,293 

79 

68 

1,  433 

California _ _ 

1,  405.  8 

695 

888 

49 

63 

1,  055 

Florida _ 

55 

33.4 

37. 1 

60 

67 

41 

Georgia _ 

1,439 

992 

922 

69 

64 

1,079 

Illinois _ _ 

2.6 

3.2 

1.9 

123 

73 

2 

Kentuekv . . . — . . . 

10.3 

8.7 

7.2 

84 

70 

7.7 

Louisiana _ 

899 

635 

589 

71 

66 

674 

Mississippi _ _ _ 

2,399 

1,745 

1,  556 

73 

65 

1,799 

Missouri _ . _ 

495 

377 

340 

76 

69 

371 

Nevada..  _ 

1.8 

0.8 

1 

44 

56 

1.4 

New  Mexico.. _ _ _ _ _ 

288 

167 

191 

58 

06 

216 

North  Carolina . . . 

753 

518 

475 

69 

63 

565 

Oklahoma _ _ 

1,283 

911 

885 

71 

69 

962 

South  Carolina _ _ _ 

1,109 

775 

~  706 

70 

64 

832 

Tennessee _ _ _  _ _ _ 

841 

567 

633 

67 

63 

631 

Texas _ _ 

11,719 

7, 140 

7,701 

61 

66 

8,  789 

Virginia _ _ _ _ 

26 

17.5 

15.' 2 

69 

58 

19.5 

United  States . . . . . 

26, 808.  5 

17,  500 

17,500 

65.3 

65.3 

20, 108.  6 

1  1952  acreage  assumed  for  1953. 

•Subject  to  changes  in  19,50  basic  acreage  data  because  of  provisions  of  Public  Law  471,  81st  Cong. 
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Cotton:  Apportionment  of  an  assumed  national  allotment  of  22.5  million  acres  to  States  on  basis  of  present  law  and  estimated  1951-53 

average  acreage  with  minimum  State  allotment  of  75  percent  of  1952  acreage 


.Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Illinois _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ .... 

Nevada _ 

New  Mexico.. _ 

North  Carolina _ 

Oklahoma _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Virginia _ _ 

Inited  States. 


Acreage  in 
cultivation 
July  1, 1952 

State  distribution 

Percent  of  1952  acreage 

75  percent 
of  1952 
acreage 

Present 
law  1 

3-year, 
1951-53  2 

Present 

law 

3-year, 

1961-53 

Thousand 

Thousand 

Thousand 

Thousand 

acres 

acres 

acres 

Percent 

Percent 

acres 

1, 556 

1, 437 

1,  263 

92 

81 

1, 167 

616 

368 

483 

60 

78 

402 

1,  910 

1,943 

1,062 

102 

87 

1,433 

1,  405.  8 

893 

1, 142 

64 

81 

1,055 

55 

43 

48 

78 

87 

41 

1,439 

1,275 

1, 185 

89 

82 

1,079 

2.6 

4.1 

2.4 

158 

92 

2.0 

10.3 

11.2 

9.3 

109 

90 

7.7 

899 

816 

757 

91 

84 

674 

2,  399 

2,244 

2,001 

94 

83 

1,799 

495 

435 

437 

98 

88 

371 

1.8 

1.0 

1.3 

56 

72 

1.4 

288 

215 

246 

75 

85 

216 

753 

666 

611 

88 

81 

565 

1,283 

1,171 

1,  138 

91 

89 

962 

1, 109 

996 

908 

90 

82 

932 

841 

729 

685 

87 

81 

631 

11,  719 

9,180 

>9,901 

78 

84 

'8, 789 

26 

22.5 

19.5 

87 

75 

19.5 

26,  808.  5 

22,500.0 

22,500 

83.9 

83.9 

20, 106. 6 

1  Subject  to  changes  in  1950  basic  acreage  data  because  of  provisions  of  Public  Law  2 1952  acreage  assumed  for  1953. 

471,  81st  Cong,  and  Public  Law  272,  81st  Cong. 


•  The  proposal  to  change  the  allotments 
to  the  States  from  a  5 -year  base  to  3 
years  was  not  acceptable  to  the  old  Cot¬ 
ton  Belt. 


Thereupon  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  came  forward  with  a  pro¬ 
posal.  This  gathered  support  from  the 
West  but  was  not  acceptable  to  Mem¬ 


bers  from  the  South.  The  following 
table  shows  what  the  Farm  Bureau’s 
national  organization  proposed: 


Illustration  of  possible  acreage  allotments  for  upland  cotton  with  a  minimum  national  allotment  of  21.5  million  acres  plus  the  acreage  nec- 
■  essary  for  adjustments  so  that  Stales  with  more  than  a  30-percent  cut  from  1952  will  get  a  minimum  allotment  of  72}i  percent  of  1952 
and  alt  other  States  a  minimum  allotment  of  77}i  percent 


Alabama . . 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ _ 

Florida.. . . 

Georgia _ 

Illinois _ 

Kansas . 

Kentucky... . 

Louisiana.; _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Mexico _ 

North  Carolina _ 

Oklahoma _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Virginia _ 

United  States. 


1947-52 
average 
acreage  in 
cultivation, 
July  1 1 

(2) 

Assumed 
allotments 
for  1954 
based  on 
proration 
of  21.5  mil¬ 
lion  acres 

(3) 

Acreage  in 
cultivation 
July  1,  1952 

(4) 

Percentage 
reduction 
from  1952 
planted 
acreage  if 
minimum 
national 
allotment 
is  21.5  mil¬ 
lion  acres 

(5) 

Allotments 
that  states 
would  get 
with  adjust¬ 
ments 

(6) 

Acres 
added  by 
adjust¬ 
ments 

(7) 

Onr  thou- 

One  thou- 

One  thou- 

One  thou- 

One  thou- 

sand  acres 

sand  acres 

sand  acres 

Percent 

sand  acres 

sand  acres 

1, 538.  5 

1, 376.  8 

1,556 

11.  5 

1, 376.  8 

0 

388.9 

348.0 

616 

43.5 

446.6 

98.6 

2,  074.  2 

1, 856. 2 

1,  910 

2.8 

1,  856.  2 

0 

951.3 

851.3 

1, 405.  8 

39.4 

1,019.2 

167.8 

45.8 

41.0 

55 

25.5 

42.6 

1.6 

1,  363.  6 

1, 220.  3 

1,439 

15.2 

1,220.3 

0 

3.8 

3.4 

2.6 

2  (30.  8) 

3.4 

0 

.1 

.  1 

.  1 

0 

12.2 

10.9 

10.3 

2  (5.  8) 

10.9 

0 

868.  0 

776.8 

899 

13.6 

776.8 

0 

2,  388.  7 

2,  137.  6 

2,399 

10.  9 

2, 137.  6 

0 

526.6 

471.3 

495 

4.8 

471.3 

0 

.7 

.6 

1.8 

66.7 

1.3 

.7 

230.0 

205.8 

288 

28.5 

223.2 

17.4 

718.  8 

643.2 

753 

14.6 

643.2 

0 

1,  253.  8 

1, 122.  0 

1,283 

12.5 

1, 122.  0 

0 

1,064.1 

952.3 

1,109 

14.1 

952.3 

0 

783.  6 

701.2 

841 

16.6 

701.  2 

0 

9, 788. 0 

8, 759.  3 

11,719 

25.3 

9,082.2 

322.9 

24.  5 

21.9 

26 

15.8 

21.9 

0 

24,  025.  2 

21, 500. 0 

26, 808. 5 

22, 109. 1 

609.1 

*  Excludes  1949.  Public  Law  28  of  the  81st  Cong,  requires  that  acreage  allotments  2  Parentheses  indicate  an  increase  from  1952  planted  acres  rather  than  a  reduction, 

be  computed  without  regard  to  1949.  Acreage  for  1947  includes  total  war  crop  credits. 
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A  counterproposal  was  supported  by 
some  southerners,  proposing  a  22,500,- 
000  national  allotment,  plus  such  acre¬ 
age  as  would  be  required  to  assure  that 
States  facing  cuts  of  more  than  30  per¬ 


cent  of  their  1951-52  average  production 
could  be  cut  by  no  more  than  30  percent, 
and  no  other  State  could  be  reduced  by 
more  than  25  percent.  A  table  setting 
forth  this  proposal  follows: 


State 

1947-52 
average  in 
cultivation 
July  1 

1951  acreage 
in  cultiva¬ 
tion  July  1 

1952  acreage 
in  cultiva¬ 
tion  July  1 

1951-52 

average 

1947-52 

average 

present 

law 

Average  _ 
1951-52  1 
acreage 
present 
law  with 
30-25  min¬ 
imum 
based  on 
22,500.0 

Net  gain 
from 
gadge 

Alabama _ 

1. 538. 5 
388.9 

2, 074.  2 
951.  3 
45.8 

1.363.6 
3.8 

.1 

12.2 
868.0 
2,  388.  7 

526.6 
.7 

230.0 
,  718. 8 

1,  253.  8 
1,  064. 1 

783.6 
9, 788. 0 

24.5 

1, 469. 0 
524.0 
2,211.0 
1, 330. 6 
63.0 
1,  424.  0 
3.9 

1, 556. 0 
616. 0 

1,  910.0 
1,  405.  8 
55.0 
1,439.0 
2.6 

1, 512.  5 
570.0 
2,  060.  5 

1, 368. 2 
59.0 
1, 431.5 
3.2 

1,437.0 
368.0 
1, 943.0 
893.0 
43.0 
1,  275.  0 
4.  1 
.1 

11.2 
816.0 
2, 244.  0 
485.0 
1.0 
215. 0 
666.0 
1, 171.0 
996.0 
729.0 
9, 180. 2 
22.5 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

399.0 

31.0 

California _ 

Florida . . ' _ 

957.7 

64.7 

Coorpia 

Illinois, _ 

Kansas _ _ _ 

Kentucky _ 

13.1 
949.  0 
2,463.  0 
697.0 
1.3 
313.0 
711.0 
1,  561.  0 
1,  075.  0 
805.0 
12,  488. 0 
19.0 

10.3 
899.0 
2,  399.  0 
495.0 
1.8 
288.0 
753.0 
1, 283. 0 
1, 109. 0 
841.0 
11,719.0 
26.0 

11.7 
924.0 
2,  431. 0 
546.0 
1.6 
300.5 
732.0 

1,  422.  0 
1,092.0 
823.0 
12, 103. 5 
22.5 

Lt  uisiana _ * _ 

Mississippi _ _ 

Missouri _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Mexico _ 

North  Carolina _ 

1.1 

225.0 

.1 

10.0 

Oklahoma _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas . 

Virginia . . 

United  States _ 

24, 025. 2 

28,020.9 

26, 808. 5 

27, 414. 7 

22,  500. 0 

22, 605. 8 

105.8 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
bill  H.  R.  6665,  which  relates  to  cotton- 
marketing  quotas  carries  with  it  many 
provisions  which  are  very  important  to 
the  entire  cotton  belt.  When  farmers 
last  produced  cotton  under  allotments 
many  hardships  were  suffered  as  a  result 
of  the  manner  in  which  the  allotments 
were  made.  It  was  the  opinion  of  the 
committee  and  still  is  that  the  law  under 
which  we  operated  in  1950  was  a  good 
law,  and  that  had  it  been  administered 
in  accordance  with  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  the  Congress  no  difficulties  would  have 
resulted.  Nevertheless,  hardships  did 
follow.  And,  the  Congress  subsequently 
enacted  legislation  to  eliminate  the 
hardships. 

The  bill,  H.  R.  6665,  brings  forward 
:  the  hardship  provisions  which  appeared 
in  the  so-called  hardship  law  of  1950. 
In  fact,  the  pending  bill  is  much  broader 
than  the  1950  act.  In  our  judgment  it 
gives  to  the  State  and  county  commit¬ 
tees  ample  discretion  in  the  use  of  re- 
serves  to  take  care  of  all  hardship  cases. 

The  present  law  provides  that  farm 
allotments  be  made  in  each  county  on 
the  basis  of  the  crop  land  factor.  I  shall 
not  attempt  to  explain  what  this  means 
because  it  is  well  known  to  everyone, 
particularly  those  who  live  in  the  cotton 
belt.  This  system  of  allocating  acreage 
was  found  to  be  quite  suitable  in  sections 
of  the  belt  where  very  high  percentages 
of  the  crop  land  are  planted  to  cotton;  on 
the  other  hand,  it  proved  to  be  quite 
unsatisfactory  in  other  sections  where 
low  percentages  of  the  land  are  planted 
to  cotton  and  where  occasionally  was 
found  a  farm  here  and  there  of  which  a 
high  percentage  was  planted  to  cotton. 
The  law  resulted  in  this  particular  type 
of  farm  suffering  unreasonable  cuts. 
Great  hardships  were  not  only  visited 
upon  the  farmer  but  on  his  tenants  as 
well. 

In  order  to  alleviate  this  particular 
situation  the  committee  has  incorpo¬ 


rated  in  this  bill,  in  subsection  (d)  to 
be  exact,  language  which  will  permit  the 
county  committee  by  and  with  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  secretary  to  allocate  acreage 
within  the  county  on  a  historical  basis. 
This  particular  method  of  making  allot¬ 
ments  is  generally  approved  of  and  ea¬ 
gerly  sought  by  farmers  residing  in  many 
of  the  low  planting  sections  of  the  belt. 
It  should  prove  to  be  most  helpful  when 
and  if  cotton  allotments  are  again 
invoked. 

%  Another  important  provision  of  the 
bill  appears  in  subsection  (7)  of  sec¬ 
tion  2.  It  authorizes  the  reallocation 
of  unused  acreage  in  the  county  for  the 
years  1954  and  1955.  This  particular 
proposal  was  written  into  the  hardship 
law  of  1950  but  was  made  applicable  only 
to  that  year.  It  was  the  feeling  of  our 
committee  that  it  should  be  made  avail¬ 
able  again  during  the  next  2  years. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Solicitor 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  that 
the  Secretary,  because  of  the  present 
crop  situation  and  the  slow  disappear¬ 
ance  of  cotton,  could  hardly  make  a  na¬ 
tional  allotment  for  1954  larger  than 
the  minimum  now  authorized  by  law. 
The  minimum  they  say  is  only  11V2  mil¬ 
lion  acres.  Such  an  allotment  would  be 
disastrous.  It  would,  in  my  judgment, 
positively  destroy  the  economy  of  the 
Cotton  Belt.  It  would  wreck  and  bank¬ 
rupt  thousands  of  farmers  and  the  Na¬ 
tion  as  a  Whole  would  suffer.  We  saw 
the  need  and  so  did  the  officials  of  the 
Department  to  enlarge  the  minimum  for 
1954.  After  carefully  considering  all  fac¬ 
tors  it  has  been  agreed  by  everyone  that 
the  minimum  should  be  22  y2  million 
acres.  The  bill  so  authorizes. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  most  controver¬ 
sial  issue  which  appeared  during  our 

-  long  and  serious  deliberations  was  the 
quantity  of  acreage  which  should  be  al¬ 
lotted  to  the  western  end  of  the  Cotton 
Belt.  The  westerners  appeared  and  of¬ 
fered  a  proposal  that  they  be  cut  not 


July  31 

less  than  25  percent  of  the  acreage  which 
they  planted  to  cotton  in  1952.  This  met 
with  vigorous  opposition  and  objection 
from  southern  and  southeastern  Mem¬ 
bers.  The  Board  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  met  in  Chicago  a  few 
weeks  ago  and  recommended  that  the 
western  producers  not  be  cut  more  than 
27  Ms  percent  of  their  1952  plantings. 
Since  there  was  very  little  difference  in 
the  demands  of  western  producers  and 
the  recommendations  of  the  American 
Farm  Bureau  Federation,  westerners  im¬ 
mediately  accepted  and  have  vigorously 
promoted  the  bureau  plan.  It  was  just 
as  objectionable  to  southern  and  south¬ 
eastern  growers  as  was  the  plan  orig¬ 
inally  advanced  by  the  western  pro¬ 
ducers.  Between  the  two  there  was  very 
little  difference. 

We  have  argued  and  debated  this  is¬ 
sue  for  weeks  and  weeks.  There  was 
some  giving  from  both  sides  but  little 
from  the  westerners.  A  stalemate  fol¬ 
lowed.  Finally  my  committee,  without 
my  vote  or  my  consent,  but  by  a  very 
large  majority,  voted  for  and  adopted 
an  amendment  providing  that  no  State 
should  be  cut  less  than  29>/2  percent. 
This  was  accepted  by  the  western  grow¬ 
ers,  their  spokesmen  and,  as  I  have  said, 
by  a  vast  majority  of  my  committee. 
With  due  deference  to  everyone  and  par¬ 
ticularly  the  members  of  my  committee, 
for  whom  I  have  the  greatest  respect,  I 
do  not  feel  that  this  special  gadget  in  be¬ 
half  of  the  western  growers  is  fair  to 
the  cottongrowers  of  the  South.  It 
rewards  the  overproducer  and  penalizes 
the  modest  producer — the  man  who  has 
tried  to  avoid  a  surplus  by  keeping  pro¬ 
duction  in  fine  with  demand.  However, 
I  realize  that  this  is  a  matter  on  which 
my  committee  has  worked  its  will.  It  is 
something  on  which  the  House  should 
and  will  work  its  will.  I  do  not  favor  this 
western  gadget.  I  never  have  and  I  never 
will. 

As  for  the  remainder  of  the  bill,  it  has 
my  support.  There  were  other  provi¬ 
sions  which  I  hoped  would  be  incorpo¬ 
rated.  The  majority  of  the  committee 
felt  otherwise.  Under  the  present  par¬ 
liamentary  situation  amendments  are 
not  in  order.  So,  it  is  this  bill  or  nothing. 

In  any  event,  with  good  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  act  and  with  an  earnest  effort 
on  the  part  of  everyone  to  do  his  best, 
I  believe  that,  if  quotas  are  invoked  in 
1954,  the  least  possible  inconvenience  will 
be  visited  upon  our  cottongrowers.  This, 
indeed,  is  my  wish  and  hope. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  has  given  me  to  make  these 
remarks.  I  cannot  allow  this  bill  to  pass 
without  protesting  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  accepted  this  morning  which  would 
allow  the  bonus  acreage  given  to  the 
Western  States  to  be  made  part  of  their 
acreage  history.  I  think  passage  of  this 
amendment  is  more  than  a  compro¬ 
mise — it  is  an  outright  concession  for 
which  there  can  be  no  reasonable  or 
fair  justification. 

Those  of  us  from  the  historic  Southern 
Cotton  Belt  have  been  aware  of  the  re¬ 
duction  in  acreage  that  we  would  have  to 
accept  because  of  the  provision  of  the 
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law  under  which  we  have  been  living  for 
4  years.  We  have  asked  for  no  special 
treatment.  Even  though  we  have  had  no 
special  favors,  we  have  agreed  in  the 
present  bill,  because  of  circumstances 
beyond  our  control,  to  grant  special  help 
to -the  new  cotton  areas  in  the  West  in 
the  interest  of  harmony  throughout  the 
Cotton  Belt.  We  reluctantly  agreed  to 
accept  bonus  acres  to  the  West  for  1954 
in  this  bill,  but  I  cannot  accept  the  idea 
of  providing  the  acreage  on  a  permanent 
basis. 

Because  of  this  giveaway  involved 
here,  I  question  the  wisdom  of  the  bill. 
I  am  sorry  that  this  bill  is  being  con¬ 
sidered  under  a  rule  which  makes 
amendments  impossible.  I  realize  the 
majority  members  would  defeat  an 
amendment  to  make  this  bonus  acreage 
temporary,  but  I  would  certainly  like  a 
chance  to  fight  for  such  a  change  in 
the  bill. 

The  people  of  my  district,  where  ap¬ 
proximately  1  million  acres  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  crop  is  planted,  have  vigorously 
fought  against  the  western  acreage  raid. 
We  have  been  successful  in  our  main 
effort  to  prevent  a  change  from  5  to  3 
years  in  the  acreage  allotment  period, 
but  there  are  many  features  of  the  bill 
before  us  now  which  will  have  a  long- 
range  effect  which  will  be  detrimental 
to  the  best  interests  of  southern  cotton 
farmers. 

Mr.  LANHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
disappointed  in  H.  R.  6665.  Our  south¬ 
ern  Congressmen  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  have  made  a  gallant  fight 
against  the  raiding  of  the  acreage  of  our 
southern  fanners  for  the  benefit  of  Ari¬ 
zona  and  California.  They  have  made  a 
magnificient  fight  and  have  brought  out 
a  bill  which  I  am  sure  is  the  very  best 
that  they  can  get  under  the  circum¬ 
stances.  It  will  assure  for  1  year  at 
least  that  the  farmers  of  the  southeast 
will  not  have  a  very  big  cut  in  their 
acreage  allotment.  But  the  thing  I  am 
afraid  of  is  that,  in  effect,  it  gives  to 
the  States  of  Arizona  and  California 
acreage  that  should  be  distributed  to  the 
farmers  of  the  southeast.  I  believe  this 
bill  serves  only  the  short  term  interest 
of  the  farmers  of  the  southeast  and  espe¬ 
cially  the  farmers  of  Georgia.  In  the 
long  run,  my  opinion  is  that  it  will  work 
against  the  farmers  of  the  southeast  and 
in  favor  of  the  farmers  of  Arizona  and 
California.  It  has  pained  me  to  see  that 
the  American  Farm  Bureau  federation 
has  lined  up  with  the  farmers  of  the  far 
west  against  our  southern  farmers.  The 
head  of  the  Georgia  Farm  Bureau  Fed¬ 
eration,  however,  has  fought  valiantly 
for  the  farmers  of  Georgia  and  the  en¬ 
tire  South.  Mr.  Wingate  has  been  un¬ 
tiring  in  his  efforts  to  save  cotton  acre¬ 
age  for  our  farmers.  I  am  just  sorry 
that  the  American  Farm  Bureau.Federa- 
tion  has  taken  an  antagonistic  position 
toward  the  agricultural  interests  of  the 
South. 


Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  find  myself  in  a  rather  embarrassing 
position,  in  that  I  feel  I  have  been  forced 
to  make  concessions  beyond  any  reason¬ 
able  expectation  in  order  to  bring  from 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  legislation 
which  will  in  a  measure  give  relief  that 
is  most  necessary  if  some  of  the  farmers 
in  my  section  are  to  continue  in  the 
production  of  a  crop  on  which  their 
economy  if  not  their  very  livelihood  is 
based. 

Some  reference  has  been  made  here 
to  a  compromise,  but  I  cannot  subscribe 
to  any  such  definition  of  the  action 
which  was  taken  either  in  or  out  of  the 
committee  which  has  been  wrestling 
with  this  problem  for  weeks. 

Unfortunately,  and  the  record  and  the 
facts  will  bear  this  out,  the  production 
of  cotton  in  the  irrigated  sections  of  the 
West  is  largely  concentrated  in  the 
hands  of  producers  who  are  not  com¬ 
pelled  to  rely  on  cotton  for  their  live¬ 
lihood.  In  many  instances,  as  has  been 
admitted  before  our  committee,  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  cotton  is  merely  a  sideline 
with  some  professional  and  business 
men,  including  oil  mills  and  other  proc¬ 
essors,  who  carry  on  a  mechanized  op¬ 
eration  with  a  minimum  number  of 
human  beings  involved. 

That  the  declaration  of  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  of  ap¬ 
proximately  17  Ms  million  acres  for  1953 
would  bring  about  great  hardships 
throughout  the  cotton  belt,  is  denied  by 
no  one.  Practically  every  farm  organ¬ 
ization  has  recommended  a  minimum 
national  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  of 
not  less  than  22  y2  million  acres  if  this 
Nation  is  to  maintain  its  position  on  the 
world  cotton  market,  and  if  great  suf¬ 
fering  is  not  to  result  throughout  the 
cotton  belt.  To  even  contemplate  the 
planting  of  a  cotton  crop  of  17  Vz  million 
acres  suggests  an  impact  which  is  far 
too  great  for  any  section  to  bear. 

For  this  reason,  representatives  from 
all  of  the  cotton  producing  areas  met  in 
Washington,  as  well  as  in  other  sections 
of  the  country,  on  numerous  occasions 
during  the  past  several  weeks  in  a  gen¬ 
uine  effort  to  reach  an  agreement  on 
some  kind  of  legislation  which  would 
give  the  relief  needed. 

Let  us  look  at  the  picture  of  what 
would  happen  if  no  changes  are  made  in 
the  present  law,  and  if  no  authority  is 
given  to  increase  the  minimum  national 
allotment  above  17^  million  acres.  The 
table  below  shows,  first,  the  acreage  in 
cultivation  in  each  State  on  July  1, 
1952;  second,  the  State  distribution  un¬ 
der  the  present  law;  and  third,  the  per¬ 
centage  cut  under  the  1952  planting 
which  each  State  will  be  forced  to  ac¬ 
cept  if  no  legislation  is  passed,  and  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  vote  to  operate  under  quotas 
and  a  price  support  system  in  1953 : 


State 

Acres  In 
cultiva¬ 
tion  July 
1952 

Distribu¬ 
tion  for 
1953  under 
present 
law 

Percent 
of  1952 
plantings 
under 
present 
law 

Alabama _ 

1,  556, 000 

i,  ns,  ooo 

72 

Arizona  _ 

616,000 

286,  000 

46 

Arkansas _ 

1, 910, 000 

1,511,000 

79 

California _ 

1,  405,  800 

695, 000 

49 

Florida _ 

55,  000 

33,  400 

60 

Georgia . . 

1, 439,  000 

992,  000 

69 

Illinois _  . 

2,  600 

3,  200 

123 

Kentucky _ 

10,  300 

8,700 

84 

Louisiana _ 

899,  000 

635,000 

71 

Mississippi . 

2,  399,  000 

1,  745,  000 

73 

Missouri _ 

495,  000 

377,  000 

76 

Nevada _ 

1,800 

800 

44 

New  Mexico _ 

288,  000 

167,  000 

58 

North  Carolina _ 

753,  000 

518,  000 

69 

Oklahoma- _ 

1,  283,  000 

911,000 

71 

South  Carolina _ 

1, 109,  000 

775,  000 

70 

Tennessee _ 

841,000 

567,  000 

67 

Texas. _ _ 

11,  719,  000 

7, 140,  000 

61 

Virginia _ 

26,000 

17,500 

69 

United  States.  - 

26,  808,  500 

17,  500,  000 

65.3 

Referring  to  the  above  table,  who  ap¬ 
parently  needed  an  increase  in  the  mini¬ 
mum  national  allotment  the  most — Cali¬ 
fornia  which  would  have  planted  49  per¬ 
cent  of  its  1952  acreage,  or  Missouri  with 
its  76  percent,  or  a  reduction  of  24  per¬ 
cent  from  its  1952  plantings? 

In  our  committee  yesterday  agreement 
was  reached  on  the  contents  of  a  bill 
which  was  introduced  by  our  distin¬ 
guished  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas  [Mr.  Hope],  who  I  might  add 
has  been  most  cooperative  through¬ 
out  this  whole  matter,  and  who  has  been 
most  fair  in  his  consideration  of  our 
problems. 

The  bill  which  is  represented  in  the 
original  print  of  H.  R.  6665,  provided  for 
a  minimum  national  acreage  allotment 
of  22  y2  million  acres,  and  as  stated  above 
no  one  could  find  any  fault  with  that 
figure,  which  is  admittedly  fair. 

Without  burdening  the  Record  with  a 
lot  of  figures,  and  using  California  for 
the  purpose  of  illustration,  for  after  all 
it  appears  that  the  pressures  and  threats, 
politically  and  otherwise,  are  coming 
chiefly  from  that  section,  we  find  that  in 
the  event  the  national  allotment  should 
be  increased  to  22^2  million  acres,  and 
with  no  other  change  in  the  law,  and 
without  the  use  of  any  gadgets,  Cali¬ 
fornia  would  receive  a  total  allocation 
of  893,000  acres  for  1954,  an  increase  of 
198,000  acres  more  than  would  be  re¬ 
ceived  under  an  allotment  of  17!/2  million 
acres. 

Under  the  bill  agreed  to  by  an  over¬ 
whelming  majority  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  on  yesterday,  provision  was 
made  that  no  State  should  suffer  a  re¬ 
duction  of  more  than  29  l/2  percent  of  the 
acreage  which  it  planted  in  1952.  The 
bill  provided  “bonus”  acres  to  those 
States  where  the  normal  allocation  of 
22  Vz  million  acres  would  place  that  State 
in  the  position  of  having  less  than  70  ^ 
percent  of  its  1952  planted  acres,  and  un¬ 
der  that  formula  which  is  still  included 
in  this  bill,  California  would  receive 
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991.100  acres,  or  a  “bonus”  of  98,000 
acres.  That  was  the  agreement  which 
was  reached  yesterday,  but  quite  prop¬ 
erly  this  agreement  adopted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee,  included  a  provision  that  the 

98.100  bonus  acres  would  not  figure  in 
the  historical  basis  for  that  State. 

However,  California  and  Arizona,  the 
two  States  receiving  this  “bonus”  which 
was  computed  in  the  so-called  historical 
acreage  of  those  States,  would  get  the 
benefit  of  these  “bonus”  acres  which 
could  be  used  to  bring  their  actual 
planted  acres  up  to  the  allotted  acres  for 
1954,  a  situation  which  could  not  pre¬ 
vail  in  any  other  State.  Since  it  is  a 
matter  of  record  that  no  State  ever 
plants  its  entire  allotted  acres,  and  all 
other  States  in  the  future  would  use  their 
actual  planted  acres  as  a  base,  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  anywhere  from  5  to/10  percent, 
California  and  Arizona  would  have  the 
benefit  of  using  the  figure  as  shown  as 
allotted  acres  for  1954. 

Because  of  the  concession  which  had 
been  made  by  the  representatives  of 
States  whose  cotton  crop  is  produced  by 
small  farmers,  on  yesterday,  we  were 
amazed  to  learn  upon  the  convening  of 
the  committee  this  morning  that  the 
representatives  of  the  cotton  barons  of 
the  West  had  issued  another  ultimatum 
to  the  effect  that  unless  all  of  the  cotton 
which  they  will  plant  in  1954  under  the 
provisions  of  this  bill  including  both 
their  regular  allotment  and  the  nfearly 
100,000  “bonus”  acres,  can  be  accepted 
as  history,  they  would  be  unwilling  to 
consider  the  adoption  of  any  changes  in 
the  present  law. 

I  think  it  should  be  brought  out  at 
this  time  that  the  producers  of  the  west 
have  consistently  and  continually  re¬ 
fused  to  agree  on  any  changes  in  the 
present  law,  even  including  those 
changes  which  are  included  in  this  bill 
and  designed  to  eliminate  inequities  and 
hardships;  and  have  refused  to  enter¬ 
tain  an  amendment  raising  the  mini¬ 
mum  national  allotment  unless  they 
could  be  assured  of  securing  additional 
“bonus”  acres,  and  even  were  so  bold 
as  to  state  publicly  that  it  would  be  to 
their  advantage  to  accept  the  reduced 
figure  of  17V2  million  acres  for  1954  in 
order  to  create  a  national  shortage  which 
would  preclude  marketing  quotas  and 
acreage  allotments  for  1955  when  they 
would  be  left  free  to  bring  into  produc¬ 
tion  other  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
acres  and  again  create  another  surplus. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  I  am  speaking 
for  thousands  of  small  cotton  farmers 
throughout  the  Cotton  Belt  who  would 
agree  that  they  do  not  like  this  bill, 
who  would  brand  it  as  most  unfair,  and 
yet  find  themselves  in  the  position  of 
being  forced  to  submit  to  the  action  of 
a  ruthless,  heartless,  and,  I  might  add, 
exceedingly  greedy  group. 

Missouri  is  just  one  of  many  States 
where  a  limitation  such  as  would  be  im¬ 
posed  through  a  17  V2  million  acre  na¬ 
tional  allotment  would  bring  about  an 
economic  crisis.  Missouri  is  also  one  of 
those  States  which  needs  some  small 
changes  in  the  present  law  to  help  elim¬ 
inate  inequities  and  hardships,  which 
this  bill  would  do,  and  that  is  why  I  find 
myself  in  the  position  of  not  opposing 


this  bill  on  what  would  appear  to  be  the 
closing  hours  of  this  session,  in  the  hope 
that  the  relief  which  is  needed  so  badly 
by  the  farmers  of  my  district,  as  well  as 
throughout  most  of  the  cotton-produc¬ 
ing  areas  of  this  Nation,  can  be  granted. 
Yes,  if  such  a  large  number  of  small 
farmers  were  not  involved,  I,  too,  could 
take  the  position  that  “I  can  live  with 
the  present  law  if  the  others  can,”  but 
that  is  not  the  case.  It  has  been  a  bitter 
pill  to  swallow,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  even  as 
late  as  a  week  ago  I  did  not  think  I  would 
ever  find  myself  willing  to  submit  to  such 
a  deal  as  this.  In  fact,  I  did  vote  in  the 
committee  against  the  amendment  which 
gave  to  those  States  getting  the  bonus 
acres  the  privilege  of  using  those  bonus 
acres  in  piling  up  a  historical  basis,  but 
again  I  have  to  say  I  am  not  in  a  position 
to  oppose  the  bill,  and  hope  that  it  can¬ 
not  only  be  passed  here,  but  also  adopted 
in  the  other  body  and  become  a  law. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  address  myself  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  E  R.  6665  and  the  reasons 
therefor. 

The  condition  of  supply  and  demand 
and  carryover  with  respect  to  lint  cotton 
makes  certain  that  marketing  quotas 
would  be  imposed  for  the  1954  crop  year 
under  the  provisions  of  the  existing 
quota  law.  It  is  indicated  that  plant¬ 
ings  for  1954  would  be  reduced  to  ap¬ 
proximately  17*4  million  acres  if  the  law 
remains  unchanged.  Such  lack  of 
change  would  severely  damage  the  cot¬ 
ton  economy  of  the  West,  the  Southwest, 
and  Florida,  because  of  the  increases  in 
production  following  1949  are  not  ade¬ 
quately  reflected  in  the  present  5 -year 
formula.  Moreover,  such  a  reduction 
might  result  in  cotton  being  in  short 
supply  and  with  a  high  price  to  the  en¬ 
couragement  of  further  shifts  to  the  use 
of  synthetic  fibers. 

/it  is  for  these  reasons  that  we  in  the 
West,  Southwest,  and  Florida  sought  a 
change  in  the  present  quota  law  with 
two  major  proposals.  We  sought  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  3-year  base,  to  include  the  cur¬ 
rent  year,  in  order  that  allocations 
among  States  would  adequately  reflect 
the  most  recent,  and  parenthetically  the 
most  efficient,  pattern  of  cotton  produc¬ 
tion  by  area.  Further  we  sought  a  pro¬ 
viso,  for  the  same  reasons,  that  no  State 
should  suffer  greater  than  a  25-percent 
loss  of  acreage. 

It  became  apparent  that  in  the  short 
time  available  we  could  not  secure  the 
passage  of  such  legislation  in  this  Con¬ 
gress  and  entered  upon  a  course  of  com¬ 
promise./  We  first  abandoned  the  idea 
of  changing  the  base  period,  a  major 
concession.  We  then  retreated  from 
the  25-percent  minimum  figure  to  the 
29  x/2 -percent  minimum  figure  con¬ 
tained  in  this  bilL  At  the  same  time 
we  have  yielded  to  demands  from  other 
areas  in  the  Cotton  Belt  for  a  minimum 
cut  in  national  acreage  of  a  reduced 
size  which  seriously  creates  the  possibil¬ 
ity  of  quotas  in  additional  succeeding 
years.  We  feel  that  the  floor  of  22  y2 
million  acres  is  too  high  and  would  pre¬ 
fer  a  lower  figure,  but  that  is  a  price  we 
are  paying  for  some  recognition  of  what 
we  feel  to  be  an  inequity  in  the  present 
law. 
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I  do  not  heartily  endorse  the  proposals 
in  the  bill  we  are  considering.  I  do  not 
feel  that  our  production  is  given  ade¬ 
quate  recognition.  At  the  same  time  I 
do  not  oppose  them  because  their  pas¬ 
sage  makes  certain  that  cotton  farmers 
in  my  area  in  1954  will  experience  a 
lesser  dislocation  economically  than  they 
would  in  the  absence  of  such  proposals 
in  the  law.  It  is  impossible  to  calculate 
the  individual  position  of  each  farmer. 
Certainly  large  numbers  of  them  in  the 
West  and  Southwest  have  made  invest¬ 
ments  in  land  leveling,  irrigation  devices 
and  machinery  which  necessitate  access 
to  production  of  a  substantial  acreage  of 
a  major  cash  crop.  Moreover  cotton 
growers  are  not  the  only  sufferers  from 
radical  reductions  in  cotton  acreage. 
Irrigated  land  can  be  devoted  to  many 
crops.  In  the  portion  of  California 
which  I  represent  cotton  is  the  only  ma¬ 
jor  crop  under  a  support  program.  The 
raising  of  tree  fruits  and  nuts,  potatoes 
and  vegetables  is  likewise  a  major  ac¬ 
tivity  and  these  crops  are  in  overproduc¬ 
tion  from  the  standpoint  of  the  securing 
of  a  fair  price.  The  greater  the  reduc¬ 
tion  in  California  cotton  acreage,  theJ 
greater  would  be  the  production  of  these  \ 
commodities  with  disastrous  effect  on 
existing  producers  of  such  commodities. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  There  are  two  or  three 
questions,  I  think,  some  of  us  would  like 
to  ask.  One,  for  instance,  is  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  reserves.  What  is  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill  with  reference  to  the 
reserves? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  There  is  no  provision 
in  this  bill  for  reserves.  We  have  liber¬ 
alized  existing  laws  so  as  to  confer  more 
discretion  upon  the  local  committees  in 
adjusting  cases  of  hardship  and  distress. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  In  other  words,  under 
the  present  law  the  10  percent  to  the 
county  and  the  10  percent  to  the  State 
remains? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  still  in  the  law. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  i 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  know  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  others  from  my  section  of 
the  country  have  made  a  hard  fight  try¬ 
ing  to  maintain  the  present  law  insofar 
as  its  application  to  the  production  of 
cotton  is  concerned.  On  the  other  hand, 
from  reading  the  bill,  it  would  appear 
that  in  order  not  to  take  a  reduction  in 
acreage,  particularly  in  this  one  year  in 
the  southeastern  region,  you  are  giving 
this  increase  in  the  base  to  the  western 
or  new  areas  which  were  put  in  produc¬ 
tion  by  Secretary  Brannan  last  year 
when  he  asked  for  a  16  million  bale  crop. 

I  might  preface  that  by  saying  I  differed 
with  him  then  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  market  for  it.  Now,  apparently, 
just  to  get  by  for  1  year — and  I  want  to 
repeat  that  I  know  that  you  and  others 
from  my  section  have  fought  as  hard 
as  it  is  possible  to  fight  in  trying  to  pro¬ 
tect  this  situation — but  I  do  believe  we 
are  giving  away  this  whole  fight  all  for 
1  year’s  satisfaction  of  not  having  any 
particular  reduction.  Is  that  not  true? 


1953  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  10939 


Mr.  COOLEY.  May  I  point  out  to  the 
gentleman  that  I  have  been  on  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  for  more  than  18 
years.  I  do  not  believe  that  during  that 
entire  time  any  one  matter  has  been 
given  more  careful  consideration  than 
this  very  preplexing  problem  with  which 
we  are  now  dealing.  We  have  labored 
on  our  committee  day  in  and  day  out, 
and  week  in  and  week  out,  and  it  was 
only  this  morning  that  we  really  came 
the  decision,  which  we  are  now  present¬ 
ing  here  in  the  form  of  a  bill.  While  I 
agree  with  the  gentleman  that  we  have 
given  up  something,  I  want  to  say  we 
did  not  give  up  as  much  as  we  were 
urged  to  give  up,  and  this  does  represent 
a  definite  compromise  between  the  two 
conflicting  interests.  Of  course,  my  in¬ 
terest  is  similar  to  that  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Mississippi.  I  know  that  this 
bill  is  vital  to  the  welfare  of  all  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  and  the  gentleman  knows  we  could 
not  possibly  live  with  only  11 V2  million 
acres  of  cotton.  Under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  when  everybody  has  composed 
their  differences,  as  far  as  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  for  us  to  compose  them,  I  hope  the 
I  gentleman  will  not  object  to  the  bill  and 
will  join  in  supporting  it. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  would  like  to  say 
further  under  the  present  law,  11 V2  mil¬ 
lion  acres  is  a  minimum.  The  present 
law  permits  the  Secretary,  in  case  of 
national  need,  to  increase  that  amount. 
Certainly  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
if  the  situation  is  as  easy  to  determine 
as  the  gentleman  intimates,  could  easily 
have  increased  that  amount  under  the 
basic  law  as  it  is  now  written.  That  is 
true,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  When  the  Solicitor  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
other  officials  of  that  Department  ap¬ 
peared  before  our  committee  they 
seemed  to  be  in  complete  agreement  ansi 
indicated  to  us  that  there  was  a  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  might  be  lowered  to  17  V2  million 
acres.  We  have  a  right  to  assume,  of 
course,  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  comply  with  both  the  letter  and 
the  spirit  of  the  law. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  The  clear  intent  and 
purpose  of  the  law  means  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  makes  a  determination  that  this 
is  ample  to  meet  the  needs,  both  foreign 
and  domestic. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Otherwise  he  has 
the  right  to  increase  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  Not  only  that,  but 
that  would  be  his  obligation? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  we  had  not  gone 
along  with  this  increase  in  acreage,  if 
the  Secretary  is  the  kind  of  man  that  we 
have  reason  to  hope  that  he  is,  and  so 
far  as  our  observation  goes,  if  the  na¬ 
tional  demand  was  there,  even  foreign 
and  domestic,  certainly  he  had  the  right 
and  obligation  to  increase  that  amount. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Again  I  say  that  we 
have  a  right  to  expect  the  Secretary  to 
carry  out  the  spirit  as  well  as  the  letter 
of  the  law. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  If  we  get  production 
beyond  that  that  is  intended  for  our  own 
use  and  that  for  foreign  markets,  then 


we  will  pay  for  it  by  having  cotton  on 
hand  for  which  there  is  no  market,  which 
will  force  down  the  price  of  the  regular 
production,  is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Of  course. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  So,  if  we  have  more 
acres  in  here  and  cannot  sell  the  cotton 
from  those  acres,  we  lose  in  the  price 
that  we  get  from  the  whole  crop. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  we  provided  exactly  the  same  type 
of  relief  for  the  wheat  farmers  who  were 
in  exactly  the  same  situation  the  cotton 
farmers  are  in. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  You  do  not  have  the 
same  transfer  situation  as  between  the 
two. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  What  does  the  gentle¬ 
man  mean  by  transfer? 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  mean  the  acreage 
to  the  new  production  areas  that  were 
without  the  law;  you  do  not  have  that 
extension. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  exactly  the  same 
situation.  We  knew  that  the  wheat 
acreage  allotment  would  be  drastically 
cut,  so  drastically  cut  that  perhaps 
farmers  would  -be  unwilling  to  accept 
the  allotments  and  we  would  have  no 
price  support  program. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  do  not  agree  with  : 
the  gentleman’s  statement  concerning  i 
the  17%  million  acres.  I  think  that  is; 
by  far  too  little.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  that  could  be  met  by  the  pro¬ 
duction  in  the  new  areas  that  have  come 
into  production  of  cotton  and  that  have 
come  in  with  full  knowledge  of  what  the 
law  was,  knowing  that  they  would  be 
scaled  back  in  the  end.  . 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Of  course  the  Western 
areas  have  increased  production  sub¬ 
stantially  and  this  was  done  by  farmers 
who  were  fully  aware  of  the  law  now  in 
force.  Those  who  increased  production 
did  so  knowing  that  in  the  event  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  became 
necessary  they  would  be  required  to  re¬ 
duce  acreage  as  provided  by  law,  but  un¬ 
fortunately  there  has  been  a  rapid  and 
a  substantial  increase  in  production  in 
those  Western  areas. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  And  they  have  made 
money  out  of  that  operation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHITTEN.  I  want  to  say  again 
that  the  gentleman  and  my  colleague 
from  Mississippi  and  others  on  this  com¬ 
mittee  worked  hard  on  this  matter  and 
I  know  how  hard  they  worked,  to  try  to 
carry  the  viewpoint  that  our  folks  have. 
But  it  does  seem  to  me,  in  order  to  keep 
from  cutting  the  individual  acres  of  our 
farmers  for  1  year,  that  we  are  agree¬ 
ing  in  this  bill  to  put  the  full  weight  of 
the  shift  over  to  the  acreage  in  the  West, 
and  we  will  have  it  for  every  year  after 
this  1  year. 

I  say  that  with  full  knowledge  and 
appreciation  of  the  hard  work  that  the 
gentleman  and  others  have  done. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Missis¬ 
sippi.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  easy  to  criti¬ 
cize  and  to  find  fault,  but  frequently 
it  is  difficult  for  one  to  be  construc¬ 
tive.  Greed  is  an  ancient  human  weak¬ 
ness.  It  is  often  difficult  for  one  to 
be  magnanimous  and  charitable.  The 


controversy  involved  in  this  situation 
has  been  very  long  and  bitter.  To  com¬ 
pose  our  differences  has  been  very  diffi¬ 
cult.  Only  a  few  hours  ago  did  we 
reach  an  agreement.  Unfortunately,  we 
were  not  able  to  compose  all  of  our 
differences,  but  at  least  we  were  able 
to  report  a  bill  which  will  relieve  a 
situation  which  otherwise  might  be  very 
distressing.  No  one  is  entirely  pleased 
with  the  measure  we  are  presenting, 
but  I  am  certain  that  this  bill  is  the 
net  result  of  a  very  laborious  effort  on 
the  part  of  those  of  us  who  were  anxious 
to  compromise  and  to  compose  differ¬ 
ences,  and  to  reach  the  best  agreement 
possible.  The  vote  in  the  committee 
was  overwhelmingly  in  favor  of  the  bill, 
and  I  do  not  believe  that  any  member 
of  our  committee  will  attempt  to  ob¬ 
struct  its  passage.  If  this  bill  is  not 
passed  and  if  it  does  not  ultimately  be¬ 
come  law,  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
farmers  will  be  unhappy.  The  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  cotton  farmers  will  be 
destroyed,  the  adjustment  program  will 
be  lost,  and  the  price-support  program 
will  be  gone.  When  you  destroy  the 
purchasing  power  of  the  cotton  farmers 
of  the  Nation,  all  the  people  of  the 
Nation  will  suffer,  and  the  impact  on  our 
national  economy  might  prove  to  be 
devastating.  The  cotton  farmers  of 
America  have  demonstrated  time  and 
again  their  willingness  to  cooperate  in 
a  nationwide  program  which  contem¬ 
plates  the  production  of  an  abundance, 
and  in  a  program  which  enables  them 
to  keep  production  in  line  with  reason¬ 
able  consumer  demands.  The  law  itself 
provides  adequate  protection  for  all  the 
people  of  the  Nation  because  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  all  of  our  needs,  both  domes¬ 
tic  and  foreign,  and  for  a  normal  carry¬ 
over  which  might  be  used  in  the  event 
of  an  emergency. 

Mr.  Speaker,  no  group  of  men  could 
have  worked  more  earnestly  nor  more 
willingly  in  this  great  effort  to  solve  the 
problems  involved  in  this  long  drawn-out 
controversy.  No  group  of  men  in 
America  are  more  aware  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  the  problems  of  agriculture 
than  those  with  whom  I  have  the  honor 
of  serving  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  every 
one  of  them.  The  farmers  of  America 
have  no  better  friends  than  the  men 
who  serve  on  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  The  fight  for  the  cotton 
farmers  of  the  South  has  been  led  by 
my  good  friend,  Tom  Abernethy.  He 
has  wrestled  with  this  problem  for  many 
long  weeks.  He  approached  it  with  a 
thorough  understanding  of  its  great  im¬ 
portance.  No  man  in  America  could 
have  done  a  better  job  than  Tom  Aber¬ 
nethy  did  in  trying  to  protect  the  inter¬ 
est  of  the  people  of  his  area.  He  is  an 
able  and  distinguished  and  an  outstand¬ 
ing  Member  of  this  House  and  all  of  us 
are  indebted  to  him  for  the  great  work 
he  has  done  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  Having  done  all  he  could  do  in 
the  interest  of  his  own  constituents  and 
in  the  interest  of  the  cotton,  farmers  of 
his  State  and  area,  he  was  wise  enough 
to  lay  down  the  sword  and  to  accept  the 
final  results,  fully  conscious  of  the  fact 
that  he  had  fought  a  good  fight. 
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By  paying  this  little  tribute  to  my  good 
friend,  Tom  Abernethy,  I  certainly  do 
not  mean  to  minimize  the  importance  of 
any  other  member  of  our  committee,  all 
of  whom  have  worked  faithfully  in  an 
honest  effort  to  solve  a  very  perplexing 
problem.  Even  those  who  do  not  live 
in  areas  where  cotton  is  grown  have  per¬ 
formed  in  magnificent  fashion.  I  can¬ 
not  close  without  complimenting  and 
commending  the  chairman  of  our  great 
committee,  Clifford  Hope,  a  statesman 
and  a  great  American,  and  one  of  the 
ablest  men  with  whom  I  have  ever  had 
the  pleasure  of  serving.  But  for  Cliff 
Hope  we  probably  would  not  have  been 
able  to  have  presented  this  bill  to  you 
now. 

If  the  other  body  does  not  approve  this 
bill  just  as  it  is  written  the  Members 
of  that  other  body  will  have  to  take  the 
full  responsibility  for  the  results  that 
will  definitely  follow.  We  have  done  the 
best  we  could  do.  Both  sides  have  made 
concessions  and  I  hope  this  bill  will.be 
, approved. 

If  this  bill  does  not  become  a  law  be¬ 
fore  we  adjourn  then  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  will  be  our  only  refuge.  We 
must  then  look  to  Secretary  Benson  to 
do  the  best  he  can  to  relieve  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  might  finally  be  disastrous. 
Under  the  present  law  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  given  great  and  broad  dis- 
j  cretion.  If  he  is  severe  the  impact  will 
be  great.  He  can  minimize  the  severity 
of  the  shock  of  exercising  good  and 
sound  judgment.  I  hope  that  it  may  not 
be  necessary  for  us  to  have  to  appeal  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  If  this  bill 
is  enacted  into  law  the  cotton  farmers  of 
the  Nation  will  know  that  Members  of 
the  Congress  have  done  the  very  best 
they  could  in  dealing  with  this  impor¬ 
tant  matter.  But  if  it  is  not  enacted  into 
law,  I  hope  the  cotton  farmers  of  Amer¬ 
ica  will  know  the  names  and  addresses  of 
those  who  are  responsible  for  having 
prevented  its  enactment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  Members  of 
this  House  to  vote  for  the  pending 
measure. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

I  move  the  previous  question,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Hope]  to  suspend  the  rules  and 
pass  the  bill  (H.  R.  6665) ,  as  amended. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  (two- 
thirds  having  voted  in  favor  thereof)  the 
rules  were  suspended  and  the  bill  was 
passed. 


ADDITIONAL  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
LOWER  SAN  JOAQUIN  RIVER  PROJ¬ 
ECT 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  4305)  to 
authorize  additional  appropriations  for 
the  lower  San  Joaquin  River  project. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows; 


Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  in  addition  to  pre¬ 
vious  authorizations,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  sum.  of  $10,000,000 
for  the  prosecution  of  the  plan  of  improve¬ 
ment  approved  in  the  act  of  December  22, 
1944,  for  the  lower  San  Joaquin  River  and 
tributaries,  including  the  Tuolumne  and 
Stanislaus  Rivers,  with  such  modifications 
thereof  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Chief  of 
Engineers  may  be  advisable. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  1,  line  4,  strike  out  “$10,000,000”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  "$2,500,000.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


CONSTRUCTION  OF  HIGHWAY-RAIL¬ 
ROAD  GRADE  SEPARATIONS 

Mr.  DONDERO.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  6080)  to 
authorize  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
the  construction  of  certain  highway- 
railroad  grade  separations  made  neces¬ 
sary  by  the  Federal  highway  system,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  out  the  provision  of  the  Federal 
Road  Aid  Act,  approved  July  11,  1916  (39 
Stat.  355),  and  all  acts  amendatory  thereof 
and  supplementary  thereto,  and  recognizing 
that  the  need  to  bring  traffic  from  the  Wash- 
ington-Baltimore  Parkway  and  to  handle 
such  traffic  requires  the  construction  of  cer¬ 
tain  highway-railroad  grade  separations, 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  not  to  exceed  $1,500,000  to  the. 
District  of  Columbia  for  the  construction  and 
maintenance  in  the  District  of  Columbia  of 
highway-railroad  grade  separation  structures 
at  the  point  in  the  northeast  section  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  in  the  vicinity  of  South 
Dakota  Avenue  NE.,  where  the  proposed  ex¬ 
tension  of  New  York  Avenue  as  shown  on  the 
highway  plan  of  the  District  of  Columbia  will 
cross  the  right-of-way  of  the  Philadelphia, 
Baltimore  &  Washington  Railroad.  Such 
sums  as  are  appropriated  shall  remain  avail¬ 
able  until  expended  when  specifically  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  appropriation  act. 

Sec.  2.  Appropriations  made  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  this  act  shall  be  available  for 
construction,  maintenance,  and  expenses  in¬ 
cident  to  construction  and  maintenance,  in¬ 
cluding  planning,  design,  overhead,  and 
supervision. 

Sec.  3.  Since  the  construction  of  New  York 
Avenue  extended  is  primarily  for  the  benefit 
of  motor  traffic  and  to  provide  connections 
between  the  District  ofi  Columbia  and  the 
Federal  highway  system,  the  entire  cost  of 
the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the 
grade-separation  structure  referred  to  in  the 
preceding  sections  of  this  act  shall  be  borne 
by  the  District  of  Columbia  and  no  contribu¬ 
tion  to  such  cost  of  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  shall  be  required  of  any  railroad  whose 
right-of-way  is  crossed  by  such  structure, 
except  as  provided  in  section  4  of  this  act. 
The  grade-separation  structure  for  which 
appropriation  is  hereby  authorized  shall  be 
designated,  constructed,  and  maintained  so 
as  not  to  interfere  with  the  safe  and  efficient 
operation  of  any  railroad  whose  right-of-way 
is  crossed  by  the  structure. 
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Sec.  4.  When  the  District  of  Columbia  has 
acquired,  by  purchase,  condemnation,  dedi¬ 
cation,  gift,  or  any  other  means,  the  right  to 
use  as  a  public  thoroughfare  the  portions  of 
New  York  Avenue  extended  adjoining  the 
right-of-way  of  a  railroad  company,  such  rail¬ 
road  company  shall  dedicate  as  a  public 
thoroughfare  the  portion  of  such  street  which 
lies  within  the  right-of-way  belonging  to 
such  railroad  company:  Provided,  That  such 
dedication  by  the  railroad  shall  not  impair 
or  affect  the  right  of  the  railroad  to  use  for 
railroad  purposes  the  portion  of  its  right-of- 
way  so  dedicated. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


SANTA  MARGARITA  RIVER,  CALIF. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  the  im¬ 
mediate  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
5731)  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  construct,  operate,  and  main¬ 
tain  certain  facilities  to  provide  water  for 
irrigation  and  domestic  use  from  the 
Santa  Margarita  River,  Calif.,  and  the 
joint  utilization  of  a  dam  and  reservoir 
and  other  waterwork  facilities  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Navy,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Nebraska? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Whereas  on  the  average  approximately 
28,000  acre-feet  of  water  annually  in  the 
Santa  Margarita  River,  Calif.,  runs  uncon¬ 
trolled,  unused,  and  unappropriated  and 
wasted  to  the  sea;  and 

Whereas  this  waste  of  water  occurs  in  an 
area  where  water  is  urgently  needed  for  agri¬ 
culture  and  domestic  use  and  use  of  water  is 
vital  to  the  national  defense  because  of  the 
location  of  Camp  Pendleton,  a  United  States 
Navy  military  establishment;  and 

Whereas  subject  to  the  approval  by  the 
State  of  California  of  the  necessary  water  al¬ 
locations  it  is  the  intention  of  Congress  to 
impound  the  said  floodwaters  now  wasting 
into  the  ocean  for  agricultural  and  domestic 
use  and  use  by  the  military  establishment 
at  Camp  Pendleton:  Now,  therefore, 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Congress 
hereby  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  through  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation, 
acting  pursuant  to  Federal  reclamation  laws 
(act  of  June  17,  1902,  32  Stat.  388,  and  acts 
amendatory  thereof  or  supplementary  there¬ 
to) ,  as  far  as  those  laws  are  not  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  to  construct, 
operate,  and  maintain  such  facilities  as  may 
be  required  to  make  available  to  Fallbrook 
Public  Utility  District  for  irrigation,  munici¬ 
pal,  and  domestic  use,  40  percent  of  the  water 
per  annum  from  the  De  Luz  Reservoir  here¬ 
inafter  described:  Provided,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  allocate  to  irrigation,  municipal, 
and  domestic  use  an  appropriate  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  De  Luz  Dam  and  Reservoir  and 
shall  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  with 
the  Fallbrook  Public  Utility  District  for  the 
delivery  of  40  percent  per  annum  of  the  water 
from  said  reservoir  under  section  9  (d)  of  the 
Reclamation  Project  Act  of  1939  and  the  gen¬ 
eral  repayment  obligation  shall  be  spread  in 
annual  installments,  which  need  not  be 
equal,  and  which  may  be  varied  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  economic  conditions,  all  in  a 
manner  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  over  a  period  not  exceeding  50  years, 
exclusive  of  any  development  period,  which 
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H.  R.  6665 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  1, 1953 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  342  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows : 

5  (a)  By  striking  out  “1950”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 

6  “1954”. 

7  (b)  By  striking  out  the  word  “twenty-one”  and  insert- 

8  ing  in  lieu  thereof  “twenty-two  and  one-half”. 

9  Sec.  2.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

10  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  as  follows: 

11  (a)  By  striking  out  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsec- 
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tion  (b)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  colon  and  adding 
the  following:  “Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  this  Act,  no  State  acreage  allotment  for  1954 
shall  he  reduced  below  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the 
State  in  1952  by  more  than  29^  per  centum  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  so  required  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national 
acreage  allotment  and  the  production  from  such  acreage 
shall  he  in  addition  to  the  national  marketing  quota.  The 
provisions  of  this  subsection  relating  to  1954  only  shall 
not  apply  in  the  establishment  of  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  under  sec¬ 
tion  347  of  this  Act.” 

(b)  By  changing  subsection  (e)  by  inserting  after  the 
words  “and  conditions”  the  language  “(except  those  relat¬ 
ing  only  to  1954)  ”  and  by  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
such  subsection  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and 
adding  “or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to 
prevent  hardship.” 

(c)  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  the  colon 
before  the  word  “Provided”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  comma  and  adding  “or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  to  prevent  hard¬ 
ship:”. 

(d)  Bv  adding  two  new  paragraphs  “  (6)  ”  and  “  (7)  ” 
at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to  read  as  follows: 
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“  (6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  if  the  county  committee  recom¬ 
mends  such  action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  county 
allotment  among  farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage 
allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  (3) 
of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which 
cotton  has  been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  the  year  for  which  such  allotment  is 
determined,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  during  such  three  year  period.  If  the  county  acre¬ 
age  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the  farms  of  the  county 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  acre¬ 
age  reserved  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection  may  be 
used  to  make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which 
are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  under 
this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in 
paragraph  ( 3 ) . 

“(7)  For  1954  and  1955  any  part  of  the  acreage 
allotted  to  individual  farms  under  the  provisions  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  on  which  cotton  will  not  he  produced  and  which  is 
voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  he 
deducted  from  the  allotments  to  such  farms  and  may  be 
reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in 
the  same  county  receiving  allotments,  in  amounts  determined 
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by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on 
the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equip¬ 
ment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation 
practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  factors  affecting  the 
production  of  cotton.  An}'  transfer  of  allotments  under 
this  provision  shall  not  operate  to  reduce  the  allotment  for 
any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  from  which  acreage  is 
transferred,  except  as  the  farm  becomes  ineligible  for  an 
allotment  for  failure  to  produce  cotton  during  a  three-year 
period,  and  any  such  transfer  shall  not  operate  to  increase 
the  allotment  for  any  subsequent  year  for  the  farm  to  which 
the  acreage  is  transferred:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding 
any  other  provisions  of  this  Act,  any  part  of  any  farm  acre¬ 
age  allotment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the 
county  committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm, 
and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  31,  1953. 

Attest:  LYLE  0.  SHADER, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHT*  Senate  committee  agreed  to  cotton-allotments  proposal  and  will  review 
draft  in  executive  session  today,, 


SENATE 

lf  C  CTT  ON- ACREAGE  ALLOT  LENTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  agreed  to  a 
proposal  on  cotton-acreage  allotments.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  proposal 
includes  "(1)  provisions  for  national  cotton-acreage  allotments  of  21  million 
acres  for  the  year  195b,  plus  157,50^  acres  to  be  allocated  on  a  historical 
basis  to  the  States  of  California,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona,  and  157,500  acres 
to  be  allocated,  also  on  a  historical  basis,  to  the  other  States,  and  (2)  pro¬ 
visions  that  no  State* s  allotment  shall  be  reduced  more  than  3b  percent  of  its 
1952  planted  acreage,"  (p6  Dl.)  ‘  The  full  committee  will  consider  this  proposal 
today  (p,  D2), 

2,  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM*  Majority  Leader  Knar  land  announced  that  the  President's 

state»of~the  union  message  will.  be  heard  today,  and  that  "on  Monday  it  is  ex-* 
pected  that  the  President’s  message  on  agriculture  and  labor  will  be  presented 
to  the  two  Houses,  coming’to  us  by  messenger,"  Beginning  Monday,  but  not 
necessarily  in  this  order,  bills  authorizing  GSA  and  the  Postmaster  General  t® 
enter  into  building  purchase  contracts,  restricting  the  President's  treaty 
power,  and  creating  the  St,  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  will  be  con¬ 
sidered,  (p,  2.) 

*  HOUSE  ' 

3.  GRAZING  LANDS,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 

amendment  H,  R»  6186,  authorizing  the  Interior  Secretary  to  grant  preferences* 


-2- 


to  users  of  withdrawn  public  lands  for  grazing  purposes  -when  the  lands  are  r< 
stored  from  the  withdrawal  (He  Rept.  1096)  (p.  18). 


U.  PEANUT  -ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS,  Received  thi3  Department’s  proposed  legislation  tc 
amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,' as  amended,  relating  to  peam: 
acreage  allotments;  to. the  Agriculture  Committee  (p,  17). 


5.  LAND  TRANSFER.  Received  this  Department’s  proposed  legislation  to  validate  con¬ 
veyance  of  a  UO-acre  tract  in  Okaloosa  County,  Fla#,  formerly  acquired  under 
title-  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act;  to  the  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Cont- 
mittee  (p.  18).  • *  ■ 


6.  REPORTS.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (jjp,  6-T,  12-18): 
Interior’s  soil  survey  and  land  classification  of  various  projects 
Army  Engineers  flood-control  surveys  on  several  localities  pursuant 
’  to  Pub,  Law  153,  83rd  Cong,  • ■ 

Contracts  for  research  under  the  Research  and  marketing  Act 
Farm- Credit  Administration’s  operations  (H,  Doc,  267) 

Compromise,  etc,,,  of  indebtedness  to  this  Department  in  the  amount 
of  01,000  or  more 

GSA’s  and  Defense  Department’s  stockpiling  activities 
Export-control  activities  of  the  Commerce  Department 
Operations  -of  the  Export-Import  Bank 

FOA’s  operations  under  the  mutual  Defense  Assistance  Control  Act 
GSA  contracts  negotiated  for  research  and  development 


a 


Civil  Service  Commission  activities 


Activities  of  the  TVA 

Judgments  rendered  by  the  Court  of  Claims 
Receipts,  expenditures,  and  balances  cf  the  U 
Mutual  Security  program  operations  (H.  Doc,  226) 


C! 

0  0 1 


Government 


7.  CATTLE  INDUSTRY;  DROUGHT  RELIEF;  COTTON  ALLOT  LEI  ITS ;  FLOOD  CONTROL:  Received 
Ariz.  Legislature  memorials  urging  Congress  to  restore  confidence  in  the  cattle 
industry,  grant  Federal  relief  to  drought  areas,  and  raise  the  national  cotton 
acreage  allotments;  and  a  Utah  Legislature  memorial  urging  Congress  to  author¬ 
ize  the  Colo,  River  storage  project  (p,  21), 


ITEI.S  IN  APPENDIX 

8.  FARM  IRICES.  Rep.  Younger  inserted  Geo.  H.  V/ilson’s  (pres.,  Calif.  Farm  Bureau 
Federation)  letter  commending  Secretary  Benson  and  stating  that  "a  great 
majority,  of  farmers  do  have  confidence  in  the  integrity  of  Mr,  Benson  and  in 
the  ability  of  the  administration"  (p,  A2), 


9.  BEEF,  Rep.  Morano  inserted  Geo.  Converse’s  article  in  supoort  of  oroducing  com. 
mercial  beef  in  Conn.  (p.  A3).  & 

10.  RECLAMATION,  Rep.  Engle  inserted  two  addresses  of  IT.  A.  Dexheimer’s  (Com¬ 
missioner  of  Reclamation)  discussing  some  of  the  present  and' future  projects 
or  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  in  Calif,  and  Oregon  (pp.  A25-6,  A26-7). 


11. 


PERSONNEL,  extension  of  remarks  by  Rep.  Small  on  his  legislative  plans  for 
tiis  session  including  his  bill,  H.R,  ll|l8,  to  amend  the  Hatch  Act  to  enable 
government  employees  to  participate  in  political  campaigns  (p.  A36). 


Wednesday,  January  6,  1954 


Daily  Digest 


HIGHLIGHTS 

Second  session  of  the  Eighty-third  Congress  convened. 


Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  1-4 

Bills  Introduced:  Four  resolutions  were  introduced, 
as  follows:  S.  Res.  167-170.  Pages  2—3 

Senators  Sworn  In:  Certificates  of  appointment  were 
presented  and  the  following  two  Senators-designate 
were  sworn  in  as  Senators:  Robert  W.  Upton,  of  New 
Hampshire,  to  fill  the  vacancy  created  by  the  death  of 
Senator  Tobey,  and  Thomas  A.  Burke,  of  Ohio,  to  fill 
the  vacancy  created  by  the  deatji  of  Senator  Taft. 

Page  2 

Procedural  Resolutions:  The  following  procedural 
resolutions  were  adopted : 

Notification  to  President:  S.  Res.  167,  to  appoint  two 
Senators  to  advise  the  President  that  a  quorum  of  the 
Senate  is  present  and  ready  to  receive  any  message; 

Notification  to  House:  S.  Res.  168,  advising  the 
House  of  Representatives  that  a  quorum  of  the  Senate 
is  present  and  ready  to  transact  business;  and 

Hour  of  meeting:  S.  Res.  169,  setting  the  hour  of  12 
o’clock  meridian  as  the  hour  of  daily  meeting  of  the 
Senate  unless  otherwise  ordered.  Page  2 

Condolence  Resolution:  Senate  adopted  S.  Res.  170, 
expressing  sorrow  on  the  death  of  Chief  Justice  Vinson. 

Pages  3—4 

Program  for  Thursday:  Senate  adjourned  at  12:26 
p.  m.  until  noon  Thursday,  January  7,  following  which 
it  will  meet  jointly  with  the  House  to  hear  President 
Eisenhower  deliver  his  message  on  the  state  of  the 
Union.  Thereafter,  Senate  will  return  to  its  Chamber 
and  will  hold  a  morning  hour. 

Committee  Meetings 

( Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

COTTON 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  Committee 
met  in  executive  session  and  instructed  a  special  sub¬ 


committee  on  cotton-acreage  legislation  to  draft  a  bill 
to  include  (1)  provisions  for  national  cotton-acreage 
allotments  of  21  million  acres  for  the  year  1954,  plus 
I57>500  seres  to  be  allocated  on  a  historical  basis  to  the 
States  of  California,  New  Mexico,  and  Arizona,  and 
I57>500  seres  to  be  allocated,  also  on  a  historical  basis, 
to  the  other  States,  and  (2)  provisions  that  no  State’s 
allotment  shall  be  reduced  more  than  34  percent  of  its 
1952  planted  acreage.  The  subcommittee  was  also  in¬ 
structed  to  work  out  other  details  of  the  proposed  bill 
for  full  committee  consideration. 

In  an  afternoon  session,  also  executive,  this  subcom¬ 
mittee  met  and  drafted  a  bill  including  the  above-listed 
provisions  for  national  cotton-acreage  allotment.  The 
full  committee  will  meet  tomorrow  for  consideration 
of  this  proposed  legislation. 

MINERALS,  MATERIALS,  AND  FUELS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Continuing 
its  hearings  which  were  begun  during  the  recess  of  Con¬ 
gress,  the  Minerals,  Materials,  and  Fuels  Economic  Sub¬ 
committee  heard  testimony  with  regard  to  oil  from 
Gov.  Robert  F.  Kennon,  of  Louisiana,  who  felt  that  it 
was  imperative  that  importers  of  foreign  oil  pay  a  dif¬ 
ferential  which  would  equalize  taxes  paid  by  U.  S.  com¬ 
panies.  Subcommittee  also  heard  Andrew  Fletcher, 
president,  St.  Joseph  Lead  Co.,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  and  also 
president  of  the  American  Institute  of  Mining  and 
Metallurgical  Engineers,  whose  testimony  pertained  to 
the  lead-mining  industry.  Mr.  Fletcher  stated  that  un¬ 
less  steps  are  taken  to  protect  lead  mines  of  the  U.  S., 
they  will  soon  be  out  of  business  due  to  their  inability 
to  compete  with  the  lower  rates  of  foreign  lead-mining 
companies,  which  are  made  possible  by  utilization  of 
cheap  labor.  Subcommittee  recessed  subject  to  call  of 
the  Chair. 


DI 
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House  of  Representatives 


Chamber  Action 

Rills  Introduced:  91  public  bills,  H.  R.  6863-6953;  100 
private  bills,  H.  R.  6954" 7°535  and  26  resolutions, 
H.  J.  Res.  327-338,  H.  Con.  Res.  184-192,  and  H.  Res. 
394-398,  were  introduced.  Pages  6-7, 10, 18-23 

Bill  Reported:  One  report  was  filed  as  follows:  H.  R. 
6186,  to  grant  a  preference  right  to  users  of  withdrawn 
public  lands  for  grazing  purposes  when  the  lands  are 
restored  from  the  withdrawal  (H.  Rept.  1096).  Page  18 

Resignation  of  Member:  Heard  the  reading  of  letter 
of  resignation  of  Representative  Clifford  P.  Case,  of  the 
Sixth  Congressional  District  of  New  Jersey.  Page  5 

New  Members  Sworn:  Representatives-elect  William 
H.  Natcher,  of  the  2d  Congressional  District  of  Ken¬ 
tucky;  Plarrison  A.  Williams,  Jr.,  of  the  6th  Congres¬ 
sional  District  of  New  Jersey;  Glenard  P.  Lipscomb,  of 
the  24th  Congressional  District  of  California;  and  Lester 
Johnson,  of  the  9th  Congressional  District  of  Wisconsin, 
appeared  at  the  bar  of  the  House  and  took- the  oath  of 
office.  P°9e  6 

Notification  of  President:  Adopted  H.  Res.  394,  au¬ 
thorizing  appointment  of  three  Members  to  join  with 
a  committee  of  the  Senate  to  notify  the  President  that  a 
quorum  of  each  House  is  assembled  and  is  ready  to  re¬ 
ceive  communications.  Representatives  Halleck,  Reed 
of  New  York,  and  Rayburn  were  appointed  to  this 
committee  by  the  Speaker.  Page  6 

Notification  of  Senate:  Adopted  H.  Res.  395,  instruct¬ 
ing  the  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives  to  inform 
the  Senate  that  a  quorum  of  the  House  is  present  and 
ready  to  proceed  with  business.  Page  6 

Hour  of  Meeting:  Adopted  H.  Res.  396,  fixing,  unless 
otherwise  ordered,  the  daily  hour  of  meeting  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 

Page  6 

Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production:  Heard  the 
reading  of  a  communication  from  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency  notifying  the 
Speaker  of  the  resignation  of  Representative  Patman 
from  the  Joint  Committee  on  Defense  Production  and 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  THURSDAY, 
JANUARY  7 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designated ) 

Senate 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  executive,  to  consider 
a  draft  of  cotton-acreage  allotment  bill,  io  a.  m.,  324  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Armed  Services,  Subcommittee  on  Real  Estate 


filling  the  vacancy  with  the  appointment  of  Representa¬ 
tive  Spence.  Page  7 

Judicial  and  Congressional  Salaries:  The  Speaker 
announced  the  appointment  to  membership  on  the 
Commission  on  Judicial  and  Congressional  Salaries  of 
the  following: 

Walter  Cenerazzo,  president,  Watchmakers  Union, 
Waltham,  Mass.; 

John  E.  Galvin,  chairman  of  the  board,  Ohio  Steel 
Foundry  Co.,  Lima,  Ohio; 

Herschel  D.  Newsom,  master,  National  Grange, 
Columbus,  Ind.; 

Hon.  Harry  L.  Towe,  New  Jersey; 

Hon.  Hardie  Scott,  Pennsylvania;  and 

Lion.  Francis  E.  Walter,  Pennsylvania.  pa9e  7 

Sergeant  at  Arms:  The  Speaker  announced  the  tem¬ 
porary  appointment  of  William  R.  Bonsell  to  be  Ser¬ 
geant  at  Arms  of  the  House  of  Representatives  pending 
the  choosing  of  a  permanent  Sergeant  at  Arms.  The 
resignation  of  Lyle  O.  Snader  from  this  position  had 
previously  been  read  and  accepted.  page  7 

Joint  Session:  Adopted  H.  Con,  Res;  184,  providing 
that  the  two  Houses  of  Congress  assemble  in  the  Cham¬ 
ber  of  the  House  of  Representatives  Thursday,  January 
7,  1954,  at  12:30  p.  m.,  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the 
President’s  message  on  the  state  of  the  Union.  page  7 

Democratic  Leader:  Representative  Rayburn,  the  mi¬ 
nority  floor  leader,  received  the  felicitations  of  many 
Members  on  his  birthday.  pages  7-9 

Condolence  Resolution:  Adopted  H.  Res.  397,  ex¬ 
pressing  condolence  on  the  death  of  Chief  Justice  Fred 
M.  Vinson,  of  Kentucky.  pages  9-12 

Adjournment:  As  a  further  mark  of  respect  to  the 
memory  of  Chief  Justice  Vinson,  the  House  adjourned 
at  1:18  p.  m.  until  Thursday,  January  7,  at  12,  when  it 
will  meet  in  a  joint  session  with  the  Senate  to  hear  the 
President  deliver  his  state  of  the  Union  message. 

Committee  Meetings 

No  committee  meetings  were  held. 


and  Military  Construction,  executive,  on  pending  classified  proj¬ 
ects,  9:30  a.  m.,  room  P-38,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations,  executive,  to  hear  Secretary 
Dulles,  3  p.  m.,  room  F-53,  Capitol. 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  on  Hawaii  state¬ 
hood,  with  former  Governor  of  Hawaii  Ingram  Stainback,  10 
a.  m.;  224  Senate  Office  Building. 

House 

No  committee  meetings  were  scheduled. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Both  Houses  heard  President's  state-of-the-union  message.  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  reported  cotton-allotments  bill  including  provisions  for  purchasing  Irish 
potatoes  and  additional  acreage  for  scarce  wheat  types. 


SENATE 


1.  PRESIDENT'S  MESSAGE,  Both  Hpuses  received  the  ^resident's  state-of-the-union 

message  (H.  Doc,  25l)(pp,  26, £>7-7)  «■  ,  Attached  is  a  statement  on  the  agricultural 
provisions  of  hi.s  message.  - - 

lA.-»  COTTON-ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with- 
out  amendment  Sa  2643,  providing  for  cotton-acreage  allotments  for  19^4,  and 
Sens.  Aiken,  } aybank ,  and  Johnson  (Tex.)  spoke  briefly  on  this  bill  (S.  Kept. 
838)  (p,  4l )•  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  the  major  provisions  of  the  bill  would 
provide: 

(1)  An  increase  from  17»9  million  to  21  million  acres  of  the  national 
cotton-acreage  allotment  for  1954  (the  increased  acreage  to  be  allocated  on  the 
basis  of  history); 

(2)  315,000  additional  acres  allocated  on  a  historical  basis  to  the  States 
as  follows:  157,500  to  California,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico,  and  157,500  to  l4 
other  cotton  States; 

(3)  An  additional  59,389  acres  to  be  allocated  in  such  manner  as  to  provide 
each  State  with  an  acreage  allotment  equal  to  66  percent  of  its  1952  planted 
acreage  (Arizona  would  receive  36,499  additional  acres  and  California  22,890 
additional  acres); 

(4)  An  additional  5,000  acres  to  Florida; 

(5)  That  individual  farms  will  be  entitled  to  the  larger  of  either  65  per¬ 
cent  of  its  average  cotton  acreage  of  the  years  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  °r  40 
percent  of  the  highest  acreage  planted  in  any  1  of  these  3  years,  but  not  to 


exceed  56  percent  of  the  total  cropland; 

(6)  Voluntary  surrender  of  unplanted  acreage  of  individual  farms  to  be  reap¬ 
portioned  by  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  allot¬ 
ments  in  amounts  determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable, 

•  and  if  the  county  cannot  use  such  land,  it  may  return  such  acreage  to  the  State 
for  reallocation  to  other  counties; 

(7)  For  purchase  of  Irish  potatoes  with  section  32  funds;  and 

(8)  Permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  allot  additional  acres  for 

special  varieties' or  types  of  wheat  in  short  supply*  . 

2.  LAND  TRANSFERS  Received  from  this  Department  proposed  legislation  to  validate 

•  ‘conveyance  of  a  i*Q-acre  tract  in  Okaloosa  County,  Fla*,  formerly  acquired  under 

title  III  of  the  Bankhead- Jone s . Farm. Tenant  Act;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
■  -Committee  (p0  27) »  .  ,  ,  .  .  .. 

3*  PEANUT -ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 0  Received. from  this  Department  proposed  legislation 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to 
•  peanut-acreage  allotments;  to  Agriculture  $md  Forestry  Committee  (p0  27) » 

. 

l;.  REPORTS*  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (pp*  2.6-31); 

•Farm  Credit  Administration’s  operations 
•  Mutual'  Security  program  operations.  .  t  • 

Compromise,  etc »,  of  indebtedness  to  this  Department  in  the  amount  of  <71,000  or 
more  ’  ... 

Operations  of  the  Export-Import  Bank 

Export-control  activities  of  the  Commerce  Department  .  ,  . 

Contracts  for  research  under  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act 

Interior’s  soil  survey  and  land  classification  of  various  projects 

Navy  Department’s  stockpiling  activities 

FOA’s  worldwide  enforcement  of  strategic  trade  controls 

Adjudications  and  compromise  settlexrents  of  claims  by  "justice 

Activities  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission’ s~* Board"  of  Actuaries 

Budget  Bureau’s  reapportionment  of  certain  appropriations  for  CCC  and  the  Forest 

Service 

.  •  \  ' 

5»  PUBLIC  LANDS c  Senc  Butler  discussed  H*  Ri  1815,  providing  for  the  lease  by  C3 
Interior  of  Alaskan  public  lands  to  nonprofit  organizations,  and  his  proposed 
amendments  thereto  (pp0  lj.1-2)  „ 

1  •  4 

4  •<.  •  % 

6.  Cattle  INDUSTRY;  DROUGHT  RELIEF;  COTTOf  ALLOTMENTS o  Received  Ariz*  Legislature 
memorials  urging  Congress  to  restore  confidence  in  the  cattle  industry,,  grant 
Federal  relief  to  drought  areas,  and  raise  the  national  cotton  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  (pp*  31-2) 0 

• 

7«  TAXATION;  EXPENDITURES;  TREATIES*  Received • Utah  Legislature  memorials  urging 
Congress  to  reduce  taxes  and  expenditures,  and  favoring  restricting  of  the 
President’s  treaty  power  (pp.  33,  3U)  • 

Sen*  ’“i ley  spoke  opposing  the  Bricker  amendment,  limiting  the  President’s 
treaty  power,  and  inserted  a. newspaper  editorial  discussing  this  amendment 

(PP.  5U-5). 

8„  CATTLE  PRICES 0  Received  an  A.ri z«  United  Livestock  Producers’  Assn*  resolution 
’’relating  to  stabilization  of  prices  in  the  livestock  industry”  (p*.35)» 
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AMENDING  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF 

1938,  AS  AMENDED 


January  7,  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Anderson,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  2643] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  2643)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  having  considered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  rec-< 
ommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amendment. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

On  October  9,  1953,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  proclaimed  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  for  the  1954  crop  of  cotton,  the  first  cotton  crop  for 
which  quotas  have  been  in  effect  since  the  1950  crop.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  law,  the  quota  was  required  to  be  proclaimed  at  10 
million  bales,  which  provided  a  national  acreage  allotment  of  17,910,- 
448  acres,  more  than  7  million  acres  below  the  1953  planted  acreage. 
A  reduction  of  this  size  in  1  year  was  recognized  by  the  Secretary  at 
the  time  of  proclaiming  the  quota  as  requiring  severe  adjustments 
with  a  heavy  impact  on  the  economy  of  the  Cotton  Belt.  This  had 
been  foreseen  by  your  committee,  which  held  hearings  in  June  and  July 
of  1953  on  S.  2106  and  S.  2183.  However,  it  was  not  possible  to  work 
out  suitable  adjustments  at  that  time. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  provide  for  adjustments  which  will 
begin  the  downward  adjustment  in  production  which  is  essential  at 
this  time,  without  causing  the  unnecessary  hardship  which  would  re¬ 
sult  from  making  the  adjustment  in  a  single  year.  Somewhat  similar 
action  was  taken  by  Congress  in  1950  when  cotton  quotas  were  last 
in  effect.  The  bill  also  contains  provisions  relating  to  wheat  and 
Irish  potatoes. 

PROVISIONS  OF  THE  BILL 

The  bill  provides  for  increasing  the  1954  national  acreage  allotment 
from  17,910,448  acres  to  21  million  acres,  apportionment  to  the  States 
42006 
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being  made  in  the  same  manner  as  though  the  allotment  had  originally 
been  proclaimed  at  21  million  acres.  ’ 

The  hill  further  provides  for  the  allotment  of  315,000  additional 
acres,  one-half  of  which  is  to  be  allotted  to  Arizona,  California,  and 
New  Mexico  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  national 
allotment,  and  the  other  half  to  be  allotted  to  the  other  States  (exclud¬ 
ing  Nevada,  Illinois,  and  Kansas  which  receive  minimum  allotments 
under  sec.  344  (k)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938)  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  national  allotment. 

In  addition,  the  bill  provides  for  the  allotment  of  such  additional 
acreage  as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  each  State  with  not  less  than 
G6  percent  of  its  1952  planted  cotton  acreage. 

All  of  the  additional  acreage  allotted  to  States  under  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  the  bill,  including  the  additional  acreage  resulting  from 
the  increase  in  the  national  acreage  allotment,  would  he  allotted 
directly  to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment  equal 
to  the  larger  of  65  percent  of  its  average  planted  acreage  for  1951, 
1952,  and  1953,  or,  40  percent  of  its  highest  planted  acreage  during  ( 
those  years,  but  not  more  than  50  percent  of  its  total  cropland.  If 
the  additional  acreage  allotted  the  State  is  not  sufficient  to  provide 
the  proposed  increases  in  farm  allotments  in  full,  all  the  proposed 
farm  increases  would  be  reduced  proportionately.  If  the  additional 
acreage  allotted  the  State  is  more  than  sufficient,  the  excess  would  be 
apportioned  to  counties  to  provide  further  relief  in  farm  allotments. 

/  The  bill  would  also  permit  the  surrender  and  transfer  of  any  part  of 
any  1954  farm  allotment  to  the  county  committee  for  reallocation 
.within  the  county,  and  if  the  county  committee  wished,  such  released 
Acreage  could  be  transferred  to  the  State  committee  for  reallocation 
within  the  State.  Such  surrendered  acreage  allotments,  if  planted, 
would  count  in  determining  farm,  State,  and  county  acreage  history. 
It  would  be  counted  in  the  history  of  the  farm  from  which  it  was 
transferred  rather  than  the  farm  to  which  it  was  transferred./ 

Your  committee  found  thai  because  of  production  shifts  in  recent 
years,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  additional  acreage  in  Florida  to  pre¬ 
vent  hardships  which  are  not  fully  taken  care  of  by  the  provisions 
applicable  to  the  other  States.  Consequently  the  bill  provides  that 
in  addition  to  the  other  increases  provided  by  the  bill,  any  State  whose 
total  allotment  is  less  than  100,000  acres  and  more  than  30,000  acres 
shall  receive  a  further  allotment  equal  to  15  percent  of  the  acreage 
allotted  to  it  prior  to  enactment  of  the  bill.  The  increase  which 
Florida  would  receive  under  this  provision  is  4,968  acres. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  would  permit  allotments  to  farms  which  are 
flooded  as  a  result  of  the  construction  by  the  United  States  of  major 
flood-control  reservoirs  to  be  reallocated  by  the  county  committee  in 
certain  cases.  Section  344  (f)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act, 
which  requires  allotments  to  farms  on  which  cotton  has  been  planted 
during  the  3  previous  years,  has  been  interpreted  by  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  require  allotment  to  these  farms  even  though  they 
have  been  acquired  by  the  Government  and  are  no  longer  used  for 
farming  purposes.  Consequently,  allotments  continue  to  be  made  to 
flooded  farms.  Section  344  (h)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
affords  some  relief  to  farmers  whose  farms  have  been  acquired  by  the 
Government,  but  the  new  allotments  provided  under  subsection  (h) 
are  often  considered  unsatisfactory  since  they  must  be  comparable  to 
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allotments  for  other  farms  in  the  area  in  which  the  new  farm  is  located, 
and  may  not  be  comparable  to  the  farmer’s  former  allotment. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  would  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
increase  marketing  quotas  for  kinds  of  wheat  determined  to  be  in  short 
supply.  At  the  present  time  there  is  an  acute  shortage  of  durum  wheat, 
while  production  is  being  unduly  restricted  by  marketing  quot  as.  The 
law  now  contains  similar  provisions  for  tobacco  and  peanuts. 

Section  4  of  the  bill  would  permit  section  32  funds  to  be  used  in 
operations  with  respect  to  Irish  potatoes.  Section  5  of  the  joint 
resolution  entitled  “Joint  resolution  relating  to  cotton  and  peanut 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  under  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  price  support  for  pota¬ 
toes”  prohibits  price  support  for  potatoes.  While  operations  under 
section  32  do  not  provide  direct  price  support,  they  do,  by  encouraging 
exports  and  consumption,  have  the  effect  of  supporting  prices,  and 
section  5  has  been  held  applicable  to  them.  The  bill  would  not 
remove  the  general  prohibition  against  price  support  for  potatoes, 
nor  reactivate  the  mandatory  potato  price  support  provision  of  title 
II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  but  would  simply  permit  section 
32  operations  for  potatoes  on  the  same  basis  as  for  other  perishable 
commodities. 

Set  out  below  is  a  table  showing  the  manner  in  which  the  additional 
acreage  allotments  provided  by  the  bill  would  be  apportioned  among 
the  States. 


Proposed  State  allotments  for  195f  upland  cotton  and  related  data 


1952 

planted 

1953 
acreage 
in  culti- 

1954 

State 

acreage 

State 

acreage  1 2 

vation, 
July  1 

ments, 

17,910,448 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Alabama... . 

1, 605, 000 

1,630,000 

1, 139, 121 

Arizona . . 

627,  000 

643,  500 

288,  223 

Arkansas . 

2,  040,  000 

2,  112,  000 

1,  562,  684 

California..  . 

1,418,800 

1.381,600 

697, 806 

Florida . 

56, 800 

71,000 

33,  122 

Georgia.  - 

1,  479,  930 

1.387,000 

1, 005, 862 

Illinois . 

2,  750 

2.  400 

*  4,  000 

35 

*  80 

Kentucky _ 

10  500 

10,  500 

9, 136 

Louisiana  . .  _ 

900, 000 

954,  000 

634,  906 

Mississippi _ _ 

2,  435,  000 

2,  554, 000 

1,  759,  641 

Missouri _ 

525,  000 

570.  000 

391,  396 

Nevada _  .  ... 

1.950 

2,  00(1 

*  2,  289 

New  Mexico _ 

288, 000 

301, 200 

167,  243 

North  Carolina.  . 

765,  000 

781,000 

528,  638 

Oklahoma..  _ 

1,  310.  000 

1,  058,  00O 

929,  202 

South  Carolina. 

1, 160.000 

1.  181,  000 

786,  006 

Tennessee _ 

865.  000 

959, 000 

575.  891 

Texas. . . 

12,  287.  965 

9. 656, 400 

7,  376,  858 

Virginia _ 

27.  000 

30, 000 

18,  344 

United  States. 

27, 805,  730 

25, 284,  600 

17, 910, 448 

State 
shares  of 
national 
allot¬ 
ment  of 
21,000,000 
acres 2 


(4) 


State  adjust- 
mem?  on  basis 
of  5-year 
average  3 * 


157,500 


157,500 


(6) 


State 

acreage 

added 

by 

reason 
of  66- 
percent 
pro¬ 
vision  5 

(7) 


State 

acreage 

added 

by 

reason 
of  15- 
percent 
pro¬ 
vision 

(8) 


Proposed 

State 

acreage 

allot¬ 

ments 


(9) 


Acres 
1,335, 708 
337, 963 
1, 832, 368 
818,  231 
38, 838 
1, 179,  452 
*  4. 000 
*  80 
10.  713 
744,  476. 
2, 063, 316, 
458,  942 
1  2, 000 
196, 105, 
619,  869 
1,  089,  562 
921,  653 
675,  277 
8, 649, 937 
21,510 


Acres 

10.711 


14. 693 


311 
9,  458 


Acres 
39,362 
95, 298 


Acres 


Acres 


36, 495 
22,"  879 


4,968 


86 
5. 970 
16.  545 
3. 681 


21,000,000  157,500 


22, 840 


157,  500 


A  cres 

1, 346. 419 
413, 820 

1,  847, 061 
936, 408 

44, 117 

1,188,910 
*  4, 000 
*80 
.  10,799 
750, 446 

2,  079,  SCI 
462,  823 
■*  2,  0Q0 
213. 945 
624,  S40 
.098, 298 
929,043 
680, 692 

8, 719, 298 
21,682 


59, 374 


4,968 


21, 379, 342 


1  Acreage  in  cultivation  July  1,  plus  abandonment  prior  to  July  as  estimated  by  the  Crop  Reporting 
Board,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

2  Apportioned  to  States  on  basis  of  acreages  used  in  establishing  allotments  shown  in  column  (3). 

3  157,500  acres  apportioned  to  California,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico  on  basis  of  their  5-year  base  1  to  the 
other.  157,500  acres  apportioned  to  remaining  States  (except  Nevada,  Kansas,  and  Illinois)  on  basis  of 
their  5-year  base  1  to  the  other. 

*  Minimum  State  allotments,  Public  Law  272,  81st  Cong. 

s  Acreage  required  to  increase  State  acreage  allotment  to  not  less  than  66  percent  of  the  1952  planted 
acreage. 

Prepared  by  Cotton  Division,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service,  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  Amended 

Sec.  334.  *  *  * 

;  (e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  whenever  after  investigation 

the  Secretary  determines  with  respect  to  any  kind  of  wheat  that  a  substantial  difference 
exists  in  the  usage  or  marketing  outlets  for  any  one  or  more  of  the  kinds  of  wheat  and 
thai  the  quantity  of  wheat  of  such  kind  or  kinds  to  be  produced  under  the  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  established  pursuant  to  this  title  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  provide  an  adequate  supply  for  estimated  market  demands  and  carryover  require¬ 
ments  for  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  shall  increase  the  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  farms  producing  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat  in  the 
preceding  year  to  the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  a  supply  of  such  kind  or  kinds 
of  wheat  adequate  to  meet  such  demands  and  carryover  requirements.  The  increases 
in  farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  of  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat  during  the  period  of  years  considered  in  estab¬ 
lishing  farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  The  additional 
acreage  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  and  such  acreage  shall  not  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  or 
farm  acreage  allotments. 

Sec.  344.  *  *  * 

(h)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  county  committee, 
upon  application  by  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  farm,  (1)  may  establish  an  allot¬ 
ment  for  any  cotton  farm  acquired  in  1940  or  thereafter  for  nonfarming  purposes 
by  the  United  States  or  any  State  or  agency  thereof  which  has  been  returned  to 
agricultural  production  but  which  is  not  eligible  for  an  allotment  under  paragraph 
(1)  or  (2)  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section,  and  (2)  shall  establish  an  allotment  for 
any  farm  within  the  State  owned  or  operated  by  the  person  from  whom  a  cotton 
farm  was  acquired  in  such  State  in  1940  or  thereafter  for  a  governmental  or  other 
public  purpose:  Provided,  That  no  allotment  shall  be  established  for  any  such 
farm  unless  application  therefor  is  filed  within  3  years  after  acquisition  of  such 
farm  by  the  applicant  or  within  3  years  after  the  enactment  of  this  Act,  whichever 
period  is  longer:  And  provided  further,  That  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
an  allotment  under  both  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection.  The  allotment  so  made 
for  any  such  farm  shall  compare  with  the  allotments  established  for  other  farms 
in  the  same  area  which  are  similar,  taking  into  consideration  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  if  any,  of  the  farm  so  acquired,  the  land,  labor,  and  equipment  available  for 
the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation  practices,  and  the  soil  and  other  physical 
facilities  affecting  the  production  of  cotton.  Except  to  the  extent  that  the  pro¬ 
duction  on  any  sucn  farm  has  contributed  to  the  county  and  State  allotments,  any 
allotment  established  pursuant  to  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  acreage 
allotments  otherwise  established  for  the  county  and  State  under  this  Act,  and  the 
production  from  the  additional  acreage  so  allotted  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  na¬ 
tional  marketing  quota.  In  any  county,  in  which  a  major  flood-control  reservoir 
constructed  by  the  United  States  Government  shall  have  been  located  wholly  or  in  part, 
acreage  allotments  for  the  production  of  cotton  on  the  lands  within  such  reservoir,  which 
lands,  because  of  permanent  or  perennial  flooding  occasioned  by  the  construction  of 
such  reservoir,  shall  be  unfit  for  f  urther  cotton  production,  may  be  reallocated,  within 
the  discretion  of  the  county  committee,  to  other  lands  within  the  county  as  will  in  the 
opinion  of  said  committee  best  serve  the  public  interest. 

(m)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  laiv — 

( 1 )  The  national  acreage  allotment  established  under  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  for  the  1954  crop  of  cotton  shall  be  increased  to  21  million  acres  and 
apportioned  to  the  States  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the  national  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  heretofore  established  for  1954  was  apportioned  to  the  States.  In  addition 
to  such  increased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  in  order  to  provide  equitable 
adjustments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allotments,  (A)  315,000  additional  acres  shall 
be  prorated  as  follows:  one-half  to  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  New 
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Mexico  and  one-half  to  the  other  States  ( excluding  those  which  received  a  minimum 
allotment  under  subsection  (k)  of  this  section ),  the  proration  of  each  half  being 
made  to  the  States  participating  therein  on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of 
the  increased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  ( B )  such  additional  acreage  shall 
be  added  as  may  be  required  to  provide  each  State  a  total  allotment  under  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  of  not  less  than 
66  per  centum  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  made  available  to  States  under  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  ( 1 ) 
shall  be  apportioned  directly  to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment 
equal  to  the  larger  of  65  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the 
farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1958  (as  determined  by  the  county  committee  in  estab¬ 
lishing  allotments  under  subsection  (/)  of  this  section )  or  40  per  centum  of  the 
highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years  as  so 
determined,  but  no  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be  so  increased  to  an  acreage  in 
excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  acreage  on  the  farm  which  in  1 953  was  tilled  or  in 
regular  rotation,  as  determined  under  regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary  but  without  excluding  any  acreages  as  provided  by  subsection  ( /)  ( 2 )  of 
this  section:  Provided,  That  if  the  State  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed 
exceeds  the  additional  acreage  made  available  to  the  State  under  this  paragraph, 
such  farm  increases  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional  acreage  available 
to  the  State.  Any  acreage  unallotted  to  farms  because  of  the  limitations  contained 
in  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  State  committee  to  counties 
on  the  basis  of  past  acreages  planted  to  cotton  and  shall  be  used  by  county  com¬ 
mittees  for  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  on  the  basis  of  one  or  more  cf  the 
following:  The  past  acreage  of  cotton  on  the  farm,  the  percentage  of  cropland 
heretofore  determined  under  subsection  (/)  (2)  of  this  section,  and  the  factors 
enumerated  in  subsection  (/)  (S)  of  this  section.  The  provisions  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered  by  section  347  of  this  Act. 

(2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  farm  cotton-acreage  allotment  on  which  cotton  will 
not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the 
county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton, 
crop-rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  facilities  affecting  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  cotton.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily  surrendered  is  not  needed 
in  the  county,  the  county  committee  may  surrender  the  excess  acreage  to  the  State 
committee  to  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State  acreage  reserve  under  sub¬ 
section  (e)  of  this  section.  Any  allotment  transferred  under  this  provision  and 
planted  shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (/)  of  this  section  as  having 
been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  transferred  rather  than  on  the  farm  to  which 
transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not  operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the 
allotment  was  transferred  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having  cotton  planted  thereon 
during  the  three-year  base  period:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  any  part  of  any  1954  farm-acreage  allotment  may  be  per¬ 
manently  released  in  writing  to  the  county  committee  by  the  owner  and  operator 
of  the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein.  Acreage  surrendered, 
reapportioned  under  this  paragraph,  and  planted  shall  be  credited  to  the  State  and 
county  in  determining  future  acreage  allotments. 

(8)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section  or  other  provision  of 
law,  the  acreage  allotted  to  any  State  for  1954  under  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  which  is 
less  than  100,000  acres  but  more  than  30,000  acres  shall  be  increased  by  an 
acreage  equal  to  15  percent  of  the  acreage  allotted  to  it  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
this  subsection.  Such  acreage  shall  be  used  by  the  State  committee  as  a  reserve 
to  make  equitable  adjustments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis  of 
land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation 
practices,  past  acreages  of  cotton,  soil,  and  other  physical  factors  affecting  the 
production  of  cotton. 

Joint  Resolution  Relating  to  Cotton  and  Peanut  Acreage  Allotments 

and  Marketing  Quotas  Under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

1938,  as  Amended,  and  to  Price  Support  for  Potatoes  (7  U.  S.  C.,  Sec.  1450) 

Sec.  5.  For  the  crop  year  of  1951  and  thereafter  no  price  support  shall  be  made 
available  for  any  Irish  potatoes  unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect  with  respect 
to  such  potatoes.  Operations  with  respect  to  Irish  potatoes  authorized  by  section  32 
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of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other 
purposes”  (7  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  612c)  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  prohibited  by  this  section 
or,  unless  marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  to  be  required  by  section  201  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  (7  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  144&). 

An  Act  to  Amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  Other 

Purposes  (7  U.  S.  C.,  Sec.  6I2c) 

Sec.  32.  There  is  hereby  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1936  an  amount  equal  to  30  per  centum  of  the  gross 
receipts  from  duties  collected  under  the  customs  laws  during  the  period  January 
1  to  December  31,  both  inclusive,  preceding  the  beginning  of  each  such  fiscal 
year.  Such  sums  shall  be  maintained  in  a  separate  fund  and  shall  be  used  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  only  to  (1)  encourage  the  exportation  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  products  thereof  by  the  payment  of  benefits  in  connection  with 
the  exportation  thereof  or  of  indemnities  for  losses  incurred  in  connection  with 
such  exportation  or  by  payments  to  producers  in  connection  with  the  production 
of  that  part  of  any  agricultural  commodity  required  for  domestic  consumption; 
(2)  encourage  the  domestic  consumption  of  such  commodities  or  products  by 
diverting  them,  by  the  payment  of  benefits  or  indemnities  or  by  other  means, 
from  the  normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce  or  by  increasing  their  utiliza¬ 
tion  through  benefits,  indemnities,  donations  or  by  other  means,  among  persons 
in  low-income  groups  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture;  and  (3)  rees¬ 
tablish  farmers’  purchasing  power  by  making  payments  in  connection  with  the 
normal  production  of  any  agricultural  commodity  for  domestic  consumption. 
Determinations  by  the  Secretary  as  to  what  constitutes  diversion  and  what 
constitutes  normal  channels  of  trade  and  commerce  and  what  constitutes  normal 
production  for  domestic  consumption  shall  be  final. 

The  sums  appropriated  under  this  section  shall  be  expended  for  such  one  or 
more  of  the  above-specified  purposes,  and  at  such  times,  in  such  manner,  and  in 
such  amounts  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  finds  will  effectuate  substantial 
accomplishment  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  purposes  of  this  section.  Notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  this  section,  the  amount  that  may  be  devoted, 
during  any  fiscal  year  after  June  30,  1939,  to  any  one  agricultural  commodity 
or  the  products  thereof  in  such  fiscal  year,  shall  not  exceed  25  per  centum  of  the 
funds  available  under  this  section  for  such  fiscal  year.  The  sums  appropriated 
under  this  section  shall  be  devoted  principally  to  perishable  nonbasic  agricultural 
commodities  [(other  than  those  designated  in  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949)]  ( other  than  those  receiving  price  support  under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949 )  and  their  products.  The  sums  appropriated  under  this  section 
shall,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  continue  to  remain 
available  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  until  expended;  but  any  excess  of  the 
amount  remaining  unexpended  at  the  end  of  any  fiscal  year  over  $300,000,000 
shall,  in  the  same  manner  as  though  it  had  been  appropriated  for  the  service  of 
such  fiscal  year,  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  3690  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  (U.  S.  C.,  title  31,  sec.  712),  and  section  5  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act 
making  appropriations  for  the  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial  expenses  of  the 
Government  for  the  year  ending  June  thirtieth,  eighteen  hundred  and  seventy-' 
five  and  for  other  purposes. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

January  7, 1954 

Mr.  Anderson  (for  himself,  Air.  Eastland,  and  Mr.  Kuchel)  introduced  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry 

January  7, 1954 

Reported  by  Mr.  Anderson,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 

4  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 

5  thereof  the  following: 

6  “  (m)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

7  “(1)  The  national  acreage  allotment  established  under 

8  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  for  the  1954  crop  of  cotton 

9  shall  be  increased  to  twenty-one  million  acres  and  appor- 

10  tioned  to  the  States  in  the  same  manner  in  which  the 

11  national  acreage  allotment  heretofore  established  for  1954 
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was  apportioned  to  tlie  States.  In  addition  to  such  in¬ 
creased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  in  order  to  provide 
equitable  adjustments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allotments,  (A) 
three  hundred  and  fifteen  thousand  additional  acres  shall 
he  prorated  as  follows:  one-half  to  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  and  New  Mexico,  and  one-half  to  the  other  States 
(excluding  those  which  received  a  minimum  allotment  under 
subsection  (k)  of  this  section),  the  proration  of  each  half 
being  made  to  the  States  participating  therein  on  the  basis 
of  their  respective  shares  of  the  increased  national  acreage 
allotment,  and  (B)  such  additional  acreage  shall  he  added  as 
may  be  required  to  provide  each  State  a  total  allotment  under 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  of  not  less  than  66  per  centum  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The  additional 
acreage  made  available  to  States  under  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  be  apportioned  directly  to  farms  so  as 
to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger 
of  65  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953  (as  determined  by  the 
county  committee  in  establishing  allotments  under  subsection 
(f)  of  this  section)  or  40  per  centum  of  the  highest  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years 
as  so  determined,  but  no  farm  acreage  allotment  shall  be 
so  increased  to  an  acreage  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the 
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acreage  on  the  farm  which  in  1953  was  tilled  or  in  regular 
rotation,  as  determined  under  regulations  heretofore  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary  but  without  excluding  any  acreages 
as  provided  by  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  this  section:  Provided, 
That  if  the  State  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed 
exceeds  the  additional  acreage  made  available  to  the  State 
under  this  paragraph,  such  farm  increases  shall  he  reduced 
pro  rata  to  the  additional  acreage  available  to  the  State. 
Any  acreage  unallotted  to  farms  because  of  the  limitations 
contained  in  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  apportioned  by 
the  State  committee  to  counties  on  the  basis  of  past  acreages 
planted  to  cotton  and  shall  be  used  by  county  committees 
for  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  on  the  basis  of  one  or 
more  of  the  following:  The  past  acreage  of  cotton  on  the 
farm,  the  percentage  of  cropland  heretofore  determined 
under  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  this  section,  and  the  factors 

enumerated  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  of  this  section.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple 
cotton  covered  by  section  347  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  farm  cotton  acreage 
allotment  on  which  cotton  will  not  be  planted  and  which 
is  voluntarily  surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall  he 
deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may  be  re¬ 
apportioned  b}7  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the 
same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts  determined  by 
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the  county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis 
of  past  acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment  available 
for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rotation  practices,  and 
soil  and  other  physical  facilities  affecting  the  production  of 
cotton.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily  surrendered 
is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the  county  committee  may 
surrender  the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be 
used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State  acreage  reserve 
under  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  Any  allotment  trans¬ 
ferred  under  this  provision  and  planted  shall  be  regarded 
for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  as  having 
been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  transferred  rather  than 
on  the  farm  to  which  transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not 
operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  was 
transferred  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having  cotton  planted 
thereon  during  the  three-year  base  period:  Provided,  That 
notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law,  any  part  of 
any  1954  farm  acreage  allotment  may  be  permanently  re¬ 
leased  in  writing  to  the  county  committee  by  the  owner 
and  operator  of  the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  provided 
herein.  Acreage  surrendered,  reapportioned  under  this  para¬ 
graph,  and  planted  shall  be  credited  to  the  State  and  county 
in  determining  future  acreage  allotments. 

“(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  sec- 
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tion  or  other  provision  of  law,  the  acreage  allotted  to  any 
State  for  1954  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this 
section  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection 
which  is  less  than  one  hundred  thousand  acres  but  more 
than  thirty  thousand  acres  shall  be  increased  by  an  acreage 
equal  to  15  per  centum  of  the  acreage  allotted  to  it  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection.  Such  acreage  shall  be  used, 
by  the  State  committee  as  a  reserve  to  make  equitable 
adjustments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis  of 
land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton, 
crop  rotation  practices,  past  acreages  of  cotton,  soil,  and 
other  physical  factors  affecting  the  production  of  cotton.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  344  (li)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  “In  any  county,  in  which  a  major  flood 
control  reservoir  constructed  by  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  shall  have  been  located  wholly  or  in  part,  acreage 
allotments  for  the  production  of  cotton  on  the  lands  within 
such  reservoir,  which  lands,  because  of  permanent  or  peren¬ 
nial  flooding  occasioned  by  the  construction  of  such  reservoir, 
shall  be  unfit  for  further  cotton  production,  may  be  real¬ 
located,  within  the  discretion  of  the  county  committee,  to 
other  lands  within  the  county  as  will  in  the  opinion  of  said 
committee  best  serve  the  public  interest.” 
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Sec.  3.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 
of  1938,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following : 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act, 
whenever  after  investigation  the  Secretary  determines  with 
respect  to  any  kind  of  wheat  that  a  substantial  difference 
exists  in  the  usage  or  marketing  outlets  for  any  one  or 
more  of  the  kinds  of  wheat  and  that  the  quantity  of  wheat 
of  such  kind  or  kinds  to  be  produced  under  the  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  established  pursuant  to  this 
title  would  not  be  sufficient  to  provide  an  adequate  supply 
for  estimated  market  demands  and  carry-over  requirements 
for  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat,  the  Secretary  shall  increase 
the  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  farms  pro¬ 
ducing  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat  in  the  preceding  year 
to  the  extent  necessaiy  to  make  available  a  supply  of  such 
kind  or  kinds  of  wheat  adequate  to  meet  such  demands  and 
carry-over  requirements.  The  increases  in  farm  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis 
of  the  acreage  of  such  kind  or  kinds  of  wheat  during  the 
period  of  years  considered  in  establishing  farm  marketing 
quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  The  additional 
acreage  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be  in  addition  to 
the  national  acreage  allotment  and  such  acreage  shall  not 
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oe  considered  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  or  farm 
acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  joint  resolution  entitled 
“Joint  resolution  relating  to  cotton  and  peanut  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to  price  support  for 
potatoes”  (7  TJ.  S.  0.  1450),  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Operations  with  respect  to 
Irish  potatoes  authorized  by  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes’  (7  TJ.  S.  C.  612c),  shall  not  be  deemed  to 
be  prohibited  b}^  this  section  or,  unless  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect,  to  be  required  by  section  201  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  (7  TJ.  S.  0.  1446).” 

(b)  The  parenthetical  phrase  contained  in  the  sentence 
preceding  the  last  sentence  of  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled 
“An  Act  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for 
other  purposes”  (7  U.  S.  0.  612c),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “(other  than  those  receiving  price  support  under 
title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)  ”. 
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! Thursday ,  January  7,  1954 


HIGHLIGHTS 


Daily  Digest 


Both  Houses  heard  President  in  joint  session. 

Senate  Agriculture  Committee  reported  cotton  acreage  bill,  and  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  Committee  received  report  from  Secretary  Dulles  on  international 
situation. 


See  Congressional  Program  Ahead. 

Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  26-60 

Bills  Introduced:  42  bills  and  6  resolutions  were  in¬ 
troduced,  as  follows:  S.  2602-S.  2643;  S. }.  Res.  112;  and 
S.  Res.  171-175.  Pages  38-40,  42-43 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

Interim  report  of  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  entitled  “State  Department — File  Survey”  (S.  Rept. 
S36);  _ 

Interim  report  of  Committee  on  Government  Opera¬ 
tions  entitled  “Transfer  of  Occupation  Currency 
Plates — Espionage  Phase”  (S.  Rept.  837); 

S.  2643,  establishing  cotton-acreage  allotments  for 
1954  (S.  Rept.  838) ;  and 

S.  Res.  171,  extending  authority  to  April  20,  1954,  for 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  to  investigate 
accessibility  and  availability  of  supplies  of  critical  raw 
materials  (no  written  report).  Pages  38, 41-42 

Executive  Communications:  Numerous  communica¬ 
tions  from  the  President  and  from  various  executive 
departments  of  the  Government,  which  had  been  re¬ 
ceived  during  the  fall  recess  of  the  Senate,  were  referred 
to  appropriate  committees.  Pages  26-27 

Joint  Session:  H.  Con.  Res.  184,  providing  for  a  joint 
session  at  12:30  p.  m.  on  January  7,  1954,  to  receive  the 
President’s  message  on  the  state  of  the  Union,  was 
adopted.  Page  25 

President’s  Message  on  State  of  Union:  Senate  met 
in  joint  session  with  the  House  to  hear  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  deliver  his  message  on  the  state  of  the  Union. 

Pages  26,  62-67 

Rivers  and  Harbors  Projects:  Letters  from  Secretary 
of  Army  transmitting  communications  from  Chief  of 
Engineers  respecting  Sabine-Neches  Waterway,  Tex., 
Cumberland  River,  Ky.  and  Tenn.,  Green  and  Barren 


Rivers,  ICy.,  and  Rogue  River,  Oreg.,  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  as  S.  Docs.  80,  81,  82,  and  83,  respectively. 

Page  43 

Banking  and  Currency:  The  following  three  pam¬ 
phlets,  prepared  by  the  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency,  were  ordered  to  be  printed  as  S.  Docs.  84, 
85,  and  86,  respectively:  Summary  of  Activities  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  Legislative 
History  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  of  Washington,  and 
An  Organizational  Survey  of  the  International  Bank 
for  Reconstruction  and  Development.  pa9es  43-44 

Coinage — Northampton,  Mass.,  Founding:  S.  987, 
commemorative  coin  in  celebration  of  founding  of  city 
of  Northampton,  Mass.,  was  made  the  Senate’s  un¬ 
finished  business.  poge  6o 

Nomination:  The  nomination  of  Albert  Cummins 
Beeson,  of  California,  to  be  member  of  the  NLRB,  was 
received.  page  61 

Program  for  Monday:  Senate  recessed  at  2:24  p.  m. 
until  noon  Monday,  January  11,  when  the  calendar  will 
be  called  for  unobjected-to  bills,  to  be  followed  by  con¬ 
sideration  of  cotton  acreage  allotment  bill.  (Senate 
stood  in  recess  today  from  12:16  p.  m.  to  1:37  p.  m.  to 
hear  the  President  deliver  his  state  of  the  Union  mes¬ 
sage  in  the  Hall  of  the  House  of  Representatives.) 

Committee  Meetings 

( Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet ) 

COTTON 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry:  Committee, 
in  executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  a  clean 
bill  (S.  2643)  establishing  cotton-acreage  allotments  for 
1954.  The  major  provisions  of  the  bill  would  provide: 

(1)  An  increase  from  17.9  million  to  21  million  acres 
of  the  national  cotton-acreage  allotment  for  1954  (the 
increased  acreage  to  be  allocated  on  the  basis  of  history) ; 
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(2)  315,000  additional  acres  allocated  on  a  historical 
basis  to  the  States  as  follows:  157,500  to  California, 
Arizona,  and  New  Mexico,  and  157,500  to  14  other 
cotton  States; 

(3)  An  additional  59,389  acres  to  be  allocated  in  such 
manner  as  to  provide  each  State  with  an  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  equal  to  66  percent  of  its  1952  planted  acreage 
(Arizona  would  receive  36,499  additional  acres  and 
California  22,890  additional  acres) ; 

(4)  An  additional  5,000  acres  to  Florida; 

(5)  That  individual  farms  will  be  entitled  to  the 
larger  of  either  65  percent  of  its  average  cotton  acreage 
of  the  years  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  or  40  percent  of  the 
highest  acreage  planted  in  any  1  of  these  3  years,  but 
not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  the  total  cropland; 

(6)  Voluntary  surrender  of  unplanted  acreage  of  in¬ 
dividual  farms  to  be  reapportioned  by  county  committee 
to  other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  allotments 
in  amounts  determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable,  and  if  the  county  cannot  use  such 
land,  it  may  return  such  acreage  to  the  State  for  reallo¬ 
cation  to  other  counties; 

(7)  For  purchase  of  Irish,  potatoes  with  section  32 
funds;  and 

(8)  Permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  allot  addi¬ 
tional  acres  for  special  varieties  or  types  of  wheat  in 
short  supply. 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Committee  on  Armed  Services:  Subcommittee  on  Real 
Estate  and  Military  Construction  met  in  executive  ses¬ 


sion  for  the  consideration  of  Air  Force  classified  over¬ 
seas  construction  projects,  but  made  no  announcements 
and  will  meet  again  Wednesday,  January  13. 

REPORT  ON  INTERNATIONAL  SITUATION 

Committee  on  Foreign  Relations:  Committee  met  in 
executive  session  to  hear  Secretary  of  State  Dulles  review 
world  developments  since  Congress  adjourned  last  Au¬ 
gust.  Mr.  Dulles  stated  that  it  is  the  U.  S.  policy  to  press 
the  Soviet  Union  for  solutions  to  problems  which  are 
causing  international  tensions.  The  Secretary  discussed 
the  general  situation  in  the  areas  of  Korea,  Indochina, 
the  Middle  East,  Europe,  Latin  America,  and  the 
U.  S.  S.  R. 

INVESTIGATIONS 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Permanent  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Investigations  met  in  executive  session, 
but  made  no  announcements  and  recessed  subject  to  call. 

HAWAII  STATEEIOOD 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Committee 
resumed  its  hearings  on  the  question  of  Hawaii  state¬ 
hood,  with  testimony  from  former  Governor  of  Hawaii 
Ingram  Stainback.  Mr.  Stainback  testified  as  to  the 
past  and  present  Communist  control  of  the  economics  of 
the  Territory  of  Hawaii  through  the  International  Long¬ 
shoremen  and  Warehousemen’s  Union.  The  witness 
did  not  complete  his  statement  and  will  continue  his 
testimony  tomorrow. 

The  committee  announced  that  tomorrow’s  session 
would  conclude  hearings  on  this  proposed  legislation. 


House  of  Representatives 


Chamber  Action 

Bills  Introduced:  17  public  bills,  H.  R.  7054-7070;  31 
private  bills,  H.  R.  7071-7101 ;  and  7  resolutions, 
H.  J.  Res.  339-342,  H.  Con.  Res.  193,  and  H.  Res.  399 
and  400,  were  introduced.  Pages  68_69 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  filed  as  follows: 

Third  Annual  Report  of  the  Activities  of  the  Joint 
Committee  on  Defense  Production  (H.  Rept.  1097); 

H.  R.  2235,  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  construct  the  Santa  Maria  project,  Southern  Pacific 
Basin,  Calif.,  amended  (H.  Rept.  1098);  and 
H.  R.  5529,  to  reserve  within  Manassas  National  Bat¬ 
tlefield  Park,  Va.,  the  most  important  historic  properties 
relating  to  the  battles  of  Manassas,  amended  (H.  Rept. 
I0®>- 

State  of  Union:  President  Eisenhower  delivered  his 
state  of  the  Union  message  before  a  joint  session  of  both 
Houses  of  Congress.  He  was  escorted  to  and  from 
the  Chamber  by  a  Committee  composed  of  Senators 
Knowland,  Johnson  of  Texas,  and  Bridges,  and  Rep¬ 
resentatives  Halleck,  Arends,  and  Rayburn. 


The  message  was  referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union  and  ordered 
printed  as  a  House  document  (H.  Doc.  No.  251). 

Pages  62-67 

Program  for  Monday:  Adjourned  at  1 139  p.  m.  until 
Monday,  January  11,  at  12  o’clock  noon,  when  the 
House  will  receive  a  message  from  die  President  dealing 
with  his  proposed  farm  program. 


Committee  Meetings 


HEALTH  INQUIRY 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Chair¬ 
man  Wolverton  announced  that  consideration  will  be 
resumed  Monday,  January  11,  in  connection  with  the 
committee’s  health  inquiry.  These  hearings  constitute 
a  continuation  of  the  study  of  methods  now  available  to 
groups  and  individuals  to  protect  themselves  against  the 
cost  of  illness  and  to  find  ways  and  means  of  improving 
and  expanding  the  same.  The  schedule  of  hearings  is 
expected  to  continue  through  February  2. 
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year-olds  to  vote.  I  have  said,  and  it 
will  be  my  position  as  a  Member  of  .  the 
Senate,  that  I  am  not  at  all  interested 
in  the  parentage  of  the  bill  or  resolution; 
I  am  interested  in  the  legislative  child 
or  the  legislative  product.  Therefore  I 
will,  of  course,  be  willing  to  give  my 
wholehearted  support  to  any  appropriate 
resolution  on  this  subject — whether  that 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  that  of  the 
Senator  from  California,  the  majority 
leader,  or  that  of  any  other  Senator — 
and  of  course  I  would  be  exceedingly 
proud  if  it  were  my  own  resolution — 
which  would  make  the  proposal  to  grant 
to  18-year -olds  a  right  to  vote  a  reality. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  an  article  prepared  by 
me,  and  which  was  printed  in  the  maga¬ 
zine  Redbook,  be  made  a  part  of  my 
remarks  at  this  point  in  the  body  of  the 
Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Full  Citizenship  for  Youth 
(By  Senator  Hubert  M.  Humphrey,  Democrat, 
Minnesota) 

(Editor’s  Note. — In  November  1950  Red- 
book  proposed  that  the  legal  United  States 
voting  age  be  lowered  to  18.  In  the  follow¬ 
ing  editorial,  Senator  Humphrey  explains  why 
he  has  taken  up  this  campaign  and  reports 
on  its  progress.) 

On  April  1  of  this  year  I  introduced  an 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  that  would 
permit  18-year-olds  to  vote.  There  are  a 
number  of  reasons  why  the  voting  age  should 
be  lowered.  We  ask  18-year-olds  to  fight 
and  to  die  for  democracy;  yet  we  do  not 
give  them  the  most  fundamental  demo¬ 
cratic  right — the  right  to  vote.  Our  18-year- 
olds  take  on  tremendous  responsibilities  in 
our  Armed  Forces.  Surely  they  are  equal  to 
the  responsibilities  of  good  and  informed 
citizenship.  I  agree  with  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  when  he  said,  “If  they  are  old  enough 
to  fight,  they  are  old  enough  to  vote.” 

One  of  the  most  alarming  problems  in  our 
democracy  today  is  voter  apathy.  Only  63 
percent  of  our  people  voted  in  the  last  na¬ 
tional  election.  I  think  that  many  people 
are  more  interested  in  politics  and  political 
issues  and  are  better  informed  on  these  issues 
when  they  are  between  the  ages  of  18  and  21 
than  they  are  later  on.  When  they  have  been 
out  of  school  for  a  longer  time,  they  become 
more  absorbed  in  the  everyday  business  of 
earning  a  living,  and  they  become  subject  to 
the  voter  apathy  which  affects  so  many  of 
our  citizens. 

The  young  people  of  this  generation  are 
better  prepared  educationally  for  political 
responsibility  than  were  Americans  of  pre¬ 
vious  generations.  Our  young  people  would 
be  more  than  mere  passive  voters — they  could 
be  an  informative  force  in  American  politics. 
They  have  the  enthusiasm  and  idealism  of 
youth,  and  have  at  the  same  time  learned 
to  know  responsibility  in  many  walks  of  life. 
Many  of  them  are  fresh  from  our  schools 
and  colleges,  with  a  lively  interest  in  political 
and  social  a*' airs.  They  would  take  on  their 
civic  responsibilities  at  an  age  when  they  are 
more  apt  to  place  national  interest  above 
those  more  particular  interests  which  they 
may  later  acquire. 

Finally,  there  is  no  better  civic  training 
than  the  exercise  of  the  vote.  Without  the 
vote,  all  Other  forms  of  civic  training  are 
lacking  in  meaning  and  effectiveness.  It  is 
essential  that  our  young  people  take  on  po¬ 
litical  responsibility  as  soon  as  they  are 
ready  to  do  so,  for  the  real  value  of  educa¬ 
tion  comes  from  its  association  with  respon¬ 
sibility. 


Youth  ought  to  have  a  voice  in  determining 
its  own  future.  And,  what  is  more,  it  has  a 
definite  contribution  to  make  to  the  future 
of  our  whole  country.  I  hope  that  the  Con¬ 
gress  and  the  States  will  act  soon  to  permit 
18-year-olds  to  take  their  deserved  place  as 
full  citizens. 


COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  I  had  intended  to 
submit  an  amendment  relating  to  the 
Agricultural  Administration  Act,  but 
after  having  a  full  discussion  with  several 
other  Senators,  and  with  representatives 
of  cotton  and  cottonseed  producers  and 
ginners  of  South  Carolina,  I  now  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  under  the  leadership  of  its 
able  chairman,  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken],  have  agreed 
upon  a  temporary  measure  in  connection 
with  cotton  allotments ;  therefore,  I  shall 
not  submit  the  amendment.  I  think  the 
committee  did  a  good  job.  I  understand 
some  amendments,  with  which  I  am  in 
accord,  will  be  proposed  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Hoey],  and  by  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston], 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  as  has 
been  mentioned  by  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Maybank],  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  has  been  busy 
during  the  last  2  days  trying  to  work  out 
solutions  to  a  critical  situation  in  the 
cotton-production  program  for  the  com¬ 
ing  year.  This  morning  the  committee 
agreed  upon  what  we  believe  to  be  a  very 
satisfactory  and  fair  solution  of  the 
problem. 

We  realize  that  any  legislation  which 
is  to  be  of  any  use  this  year  must  be 
enacted  promptly.  We  know  that  Sena¬ 
tors  will  desire  to  read,  as  soon  as  they 
can  do  so,  the  bill  approved  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  committee.  However,  I  am  not  cer¬ 
tain  that  the  proposed  legislation  will  be 
quite  ready  before  the  Senate  concludes 
its  session  today.  Therefore,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent,  that  the  bill  may  be  intro¬ 
duced  and  the  report  filed  after  the  ad¬ 
journment  or  the  recess  of  the  Senate 
today,  if  it  is  possible  to  do  so. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  wish 
to  commend  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  for  the  progress  he  and  the 
other  members  of  his  committee  have 
made  on  this  very  important  proposed 
legislation.  Certainly  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  his  reporting  the  bill  when  the 
Senate  is  not  in  session.  I  am  very 
hopeful  that  the  bill  may  be  reported 
promptly,  so  that  the  Senate  can  proceed 
to  its  consideration ,  at  the  very  earliest 
possible  date  on  which  the  distinguished 
majority  leader  can  find  a  place  for  it  on 
the  calendar. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  think  we  have  found 
a  very  good  solution  of  the  problem  con¬ 
fronting  the  people  of  Texas  and  other 
cotton-producing  States.  We  had  al¬ 
most  a  full  attendance  of  the  committee. 
However,  the  subcommittee,  consisting 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  Minnesota 


[Mr.  Thye],  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  worked  diligently  on  the  bill 
for  a  much  longer  time  than  did  the  full 
committee. 

It  is  the  desire  of  the  committee  to 
have  the  bill  and  the  report  ready  by  to¬ 
morrow  morning,  if  possible,  so  that 
Senators  may  have  an  opportunity  to 
read  and  study  them  before  the  Senate 
meets  next  week. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  agreed  to. 

The  bill  (S.  2643)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Ander¬ 
son  (for  himself,  Mr.  Eastland,  and  Mr. 
Kuchel)  ,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Anderson,  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
reported  the  above  bill,  without  amend¬ 
ment,  and  submitted  a  report  (No.  838) 
thereon. 


ELECTION  OF  GOVERNOR  AND  SEC¬ 
RETARY  OF  ALASKA  BY  THE 

PEOPLE  OF  ALASKA 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
President,  I  submit  for  appropriate  ref¬ 
erence  an  amendment  intended  to  be 
proposed  by  me  to  the  bill  heretofore 
introduced  by  me  (S.  224)  to  provide  for 
the  election  of  the  Governor  and  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Alaska  by  the  people  of  the  Terri¬ 
tory. 

My  amendment  simply  changes  the 
date  for  the  first  election  under  this  bill 
from  1954  to  1956.  This  change  is  nec¬ 
essary  because  the  filing  date  under  the 
laws  of  Alaska  for  the  1954  election  is 
very  close,  and  there  would  not  be  time 
to  have  this  change  put  into  effect  for 
this  year’s  election. 

The  amendment  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  Mr.  Butler  of  Nebraska  to  the 
bill  (S.  224)  to  provide  that  the  Governor 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Territory  of 
Alaska  shall  be  elected  by  the  people  of 
that  Territory,  was  received,  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


AMENDMENT  OF  RECREATION  ACT 
OF  1926,  TO  INCLUDE  OTHER  PUB¬ 
LIC  PURPOSES  AND  TO  PERMIT 
NONPROFIT  ORGANIZATIONS  TO 
LEASE  PUBLIC  LANDS— AMEND¬ 
MENTS 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  submit  amendments  intended  to 
be  proposed  by  me  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
1815)  to  amend  the  Recreation  Act  of 
June  14,  1926,  to  include  other  public 
purposes  and  to  permit  nonprofit  organ¬ 
izations  to  lease  public  lands  for  certain 
purposes.  House  bill  1815  is  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

The  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  would 
permit  the  sale  or  leasing  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  of  small  acreages  of 
Federal  land  to  State  or  local  bodies  and 
would  also  permit  the  leasing  of  public 
land  to  nonprofit  organizations.  The 
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principal  effect  of  my  amendment  would 
be  to  permit  the  sale  as  well  as  the 
leasing  of  public  land  to  nonprofit  bod¬ 
ies  at  a  fair  appraised  value. 

The  bill,  H.  R.  1815,  and  my  proposed 
amendents  to  it  have  particular  appli¬ 
cation  to  Alaska  because  of  the  fact  that 
over  99  percent  of  the  land  in  the  Ter¬ 
ritory  is  owned  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  There  is  less  than  1  percent  in 
the  hands  of  private  parties  and  there¬ 
fore  it  is  almost  impossible  to  buy  land 
anywhere  except  from  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

That  situation  creates  a  great  prob¬ 
lem,  particularly  for  churches  and  other 
charitable  and  nonprofit  institutions, 
for  the  reason  that  today  there  is  no 
law  under  which  they  can  acquire  title 
to  any  public  land.  As  a  result,  such  in¬ 
stitutions  can  secure  title  only  through 
a  special  law  in  each  case,  which  takes 
the  form  of  a  private  bill.  Last  year  the 
Congress  passed  three  such  private  bills 
for  the  benefit  of  particular  groups  in 
Alaska,  and  it  is  my  understanding  that 
there  are  seven  similar  bills  pending  in 
the  House  committee.  Until  Congress 
gets  around  to  taking  action  on  these 
individual  bills  one  by  one,  the  church 
organization  or  other  charitable  group 
in  each  case  cannot  proceed  with  its 
plans  for  securing  land  or  constructing 
necessary  facilities  to  carry  on  its  work. 

The  bill,  H.  R.  1815,  and  my  amend¬ 
ments  do  not  propose  to  give  away  any¬ 
thing.  My  amendments  simply  propose 
to  permit  such  organizations  to  buy  such 
land  as  they  need  at  its  fair  value  with¬ 
out  waiting  months  and  months  for 
Congress  to  pass  a  special  bill  in  each 
case.  I  hope  this  bill  can  be  acted  upon 
before  the  beginning  of  the  construction 
season  in  1954  so  that  such  organiza¬ 
tions  can  proceed  in  a  businesslike  way 
with  their  programs. 

The  amendments  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  Mr.  Butler  of  Nebraska  to  the 
bill  (H.  R.  1815)  to  amend  the  Recrea¬ 
tion  Act  of  June  14,  1926,  to  include 
other  public  purposes  and  to  permit 
nonprofit  organizations  to  lease  public 
lands  for  certain  purposes,  were  re¬ 
ceived,  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs,  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed. 


PAYMENT  OF  AN  ANNUITY  TO  WID¬ 
OWS  OF  JUDGES — AMENDMENT 

Mr.  McC  ARRAN  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  in¬ 
tended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  the  bill 
(S.  2616)  to  provide  for  the  payment  of 
an  annuity  to  widows  of  judges,  which 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary,  and  ordered  to  be  printed. 


of  farm  acreage  allotments  for  cotton, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  ordered  to 
be  printed. 


EXTENSION  OF  AUTHORITY  TO  IN¬ 
VESTIGATE  AVAILABILITY  OF 
SUPPLIES  OF  CRITICAL  RAW  MA¬ 
TERIALS 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska  submitted 
the  following  resolution  (S.  Res.  171), 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs: 

Resolved,  That  the  authority  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs  under  Senate  Resolution  143,  83d  Con¬ 
gress,  agreed  to  July  28,  1953  (authorizing 
a  full  and  complete  investigation  and  study 
of  the  accessibility  of  critical  raw  materials 
to  the  United  States  during  a  time  of  war) , 
and  the  time  for  reporting  the  results  of  its 
study  and  investigation  thereunder,  is  here¬ 
by  extended  to  April  30,  1954. 

Sec.  2.  The  sums  previously  authorized  to 
be  expended  under  such  resolution  shall  be 
available  for  the  expenses  of  the  committee 
covering  obligations  incurred  on  or  before 
April  30,  1954. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska  subsequent¬ 
ly,  from  the  Committee  on  Interior  and 
Insular  Affairs,  to  which  was  referred 
the  above  resolution,  reported  it,  without 
amendment,  and,  under  the  rule,  the 
resolution  was  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 


INCREASE  IN  LIMIT  OF  EXPENDI¬ 
TURES  RELATING  TO  INTERNAL 
SECURITY  OF  THE  UNITED 
STATES 

Mr.  JENNER  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Mc- 
Carran)  submitted  the  following  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  172),  which  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary: 

Resolved,  That  the  limitation  of  expendi¬ 
tures  under  Senate  Resolution  366,  81st  Con¬ 
gress,  relating  to  the  internal  security  of  the 
United  States,  agreed  to  December  21,  1950, 
is  hereby  increased  by  $170,000,  and  such 
sum  together  with  any  unexpended  balances 
of  the  sums  previously  authorized  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  under  such  resolution  and  Senate 
Resolution  46,  83d  Congress,  agreed  to  Janu¬ 
ary  30,  1953,  Senate  Resolution  314,  82d  Con¬ 
gress,  agreed  to  May  29,  1952,  Senate  Resolu¬ 
tion  198,  82d  Congress,  agreed  to  September 
27,  1951,  and  Senate  Resolution  7,  82d  Con¬ 
gress,  agreed  to  January  29,  1951,  shall  be 
paid  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  chairman 
of  the  committee  and  covering  obligations 
incurred  under  such  resolutions  on  or  before 
January  31,  1955. 


INVESTIGATION  OF  CERTAIN  PROB¬ 
LEMS  RELATING  TO  INTERSTATE 
AND  FOREIGN  COMMERCE 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938  RE¬ 
LATING  TO  APPORTIONMENT  OF 
FARM  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  OF 
COTTON— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  KEFAUVER  submitted  an  amend- 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 

tnrai>1iV-S'f2615)  to  amend  the  Agricul- 
turalAdmstment  Act  of  1938,  as  amend- 

»  v  ..i  respect  to  the  apportionment 


Mr.  BRICKER  submitted  the  following 
resolution  (S.  Res.  173),  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce,  or  any  duly  au¬ 
thorized  subcommittee  thereof,  is  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  make  a  full  and  com¬ 
plete  study  and  investigation  of  any  and  all 
matters  within  its  jurisdiction  as  set  forth 
in  section  (1)  (j)  of  rule  XXV  of  the  Stand¬ 
ing  Rules  of  the  Senate,  and  especially  all 
matters  pertaining  to— 


(1)  communication  by  telephone,  tele¬ 
graph,  radio,  and  television; 

(2)  civil  aeronautics; 

(3)  domestic  surface  transportation; 

(4)  maritime  matters  generally,  including 
a  continuation  of  the  study  of  the  maritime 
subsidy  program,  and 

(5)  fisheries  and  wildlife,  including  re¬ 
search,  restoration,  refuges,  and  conserva¬ 
tion. 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  this  resolution 
the  committee  or  any  duly  authorized  sub¬ 
committee  thereof,  is  authorized,  until  Jan¬ 
uary  31,  1955,  (1)  to  make  such  expenditures 
as  it  deems  advisable;  (2)  to  employ  upon  a 
temporary  basis  such  technical,  clerical,  and 
other  assistants  as  it  deems  advisable;  and 
(3)  with  the  consent  of  the  head  of  the  de¬ 
partment  or  agency  concerned,  to  utilize  the 
reimbursable  services,  information,  facil¬ 
ities,  and  personnel  of  any  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  of  the  Government. 

Sec.  3.  The  expenses  of  the  committee  un¬ 
der  this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed 
$  ,  shall  be  paid  from  the  contingent 

fund  of  the  Senate  upon  vouchers  approved 
by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 


INVESTIGATION  OF  CERTAIN  AC¬ 
TIVITIES  OF  CHARITABLE  AND 
PRIVATE  WELFARE  ORGANIZA¬ 
TIONS 

Mr.  LANGER  submitted  the  following 
resolution  (S.  Res.  174),  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary,  or  any  duly  authorized  subcommittee 
thereof,  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make 
a  full  and  complete  study  and  investigation 
of  the  activities  of  all  charitable  and  private 
welfare  organizations  using  the  United  States 
mails  or  radio,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  solicitation  and  disbursement  of  funds 
by  such  organizations,  for  the  purpose  of _ 

(1)  Improving  the  administration  and  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  provisions  of  title  18,  United 
States  Code,  relating  to  mail  fraud; 

(2)  establishing  standards  and  require¬ 
ments  for  charitable  and  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  having  or  seeking  Federal  charters;  and 

(3)  recommending  such  other  legislation 

as  such  committee  or  subcommittee  may 
deem  advisable  as  a  result  of  its  study  and 
investigation.  * 

Sec.  2.  The  committee,  or  any  duly  author¬ 
ized  subcommittee  thereof,  is  authorized  to 
sit  and  act  at  such  places  and  times  during 
the  sessions,  recesses,  and  adjourned  periods 
of  the  Senate,  to  hold  such  hearings,  to  re¬ 
quire  by  subpenas  or  otherwise  the  attend¬ 
ance  of  such  witnesses  and  the  production 
of  such  books,  papers,  and  documents  to 
administer  such  oaths,  to  take  such  testi¬ 
mony,  to  procure  such  printing  and  binding, 
and,  within  the  amount  appropriated  there¬ 
for,  to  make  such  expenditures  as  it  deems 
advisable.  The  cost  of  stenographic  services 
to  report  hearings  of  the  committee  or  sub¬ 
committee  shall  not  be  in  excess  of  40  cents 
per  hundred  words.  Subpenas  shall  be  is¬ 
sued  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee  or 
the  subcommittee,  and  may  be  served  by  any 
person  designated  by  such  chairman. 

A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  or  duly  authorized  subcommittee 
thereof,  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  the 
transaction  of  business,  except  that  a  lesser 
number  to  be  fixed  by  the  committee,  or  by 
such  subcommittee,  shall  constitute  a  quo¬ 
rum  for  the  purpose  of  administering  oaths 
and  taking  sworn  testimony. 

Sec.  3.  The  committed,  or  any  duly  author¬ 
ized  subcommittee,  shall  have  power  to  em¬ 
ploy  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  of¬ 
ficers,  experts,  and  employees  as  it  deems 
necessary  in  the  performance  of  its  duties 
and  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  services,  in¬ 
formation,  facilities,  and  personnel  of  the 
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HIGHLIGHTS s . , Both  Houses  received . President ’ s  farm-program  message,  and  Sons©  Aiken, 
Langer,  and  Dirksen,  and  Rep©  Vs/hitten  discussed  it©  Senate  committee  reported  bills 
to:  Amend  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  permit  rotation  of  CCC  stocks,  require  reasonable 
bends  from  meat  packers, . indemnify  for  swine  destroyed  for  VE©  Senate  received  Ri 2 ley 
nominations  us  Assistant  Secretary  and  member  of  CCC  Board  of  .Directors,  Sonate  re¬ 
ceived  nominations  to  Federal  Farm  Credit  Board*  House  committee  ordered, reoorted 
soil-water  conservation  bill©  Rep.  Jones  (Mo©)  accused  Secretary  of  using  FHA  com¬ 
mittee  reorganization  for  patronage© 


EOUSE  . 

.  •  ’  ..  *  >  ,  .  .  •  ..  r 

FARM  FROGRAE.  Both  Houses  received  the  President’s  farm- pro gram  message 

.  (H.  Doc.  292)  (pp.  71,  112-6).  The  message  sets  forth  the  following  as  the 
major  features  of  the  farm  program:  •*  '  ‘  1 

'  ”1.  'The  "new  program  should  first  be  given  an  opportunity  to  start  -operating 

without  the  handicap  of  such  large  accumulated  surpluses.  This  is  to  be  done  by 
setting  aside  certain  quantities  of  'our  sdrpluS  doxnm’odi'ties ,  eliminating  them  * 
from  price-support  computations. 

"2.  The  1948  and  1949  Agricultural  Acts  were  soundly  conceived  and  received 
bipartisan  support.  The  principles  on  which  they  were  based  are  particularly 
applicable  to  the  agricultural  industry  today  e‘  Alt  hough 'based  generally  upon  4 
those  principles,  the  proposed  agricultural  legislation  of  1954  contains  certain 
new  features,  improvements  and  •modifications. 

"3.  The  amendment  to  the  1949  Agricultural  Act  providing  for  mandatory  rigid 
supports,  attuned  to  war  needs  and  demonstrably  unworkable  in  peacetime,  will  be 
permitted  to  expire.  After  the  1954  crops  the  level  of  price  supports  for  the 
basic  commodities  Will'  be  gradually  related  to  supply',  promising  “farmers  greater 
stability  of  income.  -  ... 

”4*  Modernized  parity  is  to  becor/e  effective'  for  all  commodities  on  Janu- 
‘  ary  T,  1956,'  as  scheduled  by  l’aw.  Prevision  should  be  made  for"  moving  from  the 
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old  to  modernized  parity  in  steps  of  five  percentage  points  of  the  old  parity 
per'  year  until  the  change  from  old  to  modernized  parity  has  been  accomplished. 

"5.  The  key  element  of.  the  new  program  is  a  gradual  adjustment  to  new  cir¬ 
cumstances  and  conditions.  Application  of  modernized  parity  and  the  relation  of 
basic  crops  to  supply  levels  require  a  transition  period  to  assure  a  stable  farm 
economy.  This  transition  should  be  accomplished  in  a  prudent  and  careful  manner 
to  avo-id  sharp  adjustments  which  would  threaten  the  dislocation  of  the  program. 

-  "6,  In  keeping  with  the  policy  .of  gradual  transition,  the  Secretary  of 

Agriculture  will  use  his  authority,  under  the  Agricultural  Act  of  19U9  to  insure 
that  .year-to-year  variations  in  priQd-aupport  levels  Will  be  limited. 

”7v  The’  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  t'o  apply  price  supports 
at.  more  than  90  percent  of  parity,  when  the  national  welfare  or  national  security 
requires  should  be  continued,  .  ... 

Rep* ‘Whitten  criticized  and  Rep»  Scudder  praised  the  President’s  farm- 
, program  message  (pp.  118,  126-27). . 


SOIL  -CONSERVATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  ordered  reported  (but  did  not  actual 
ly  .report)  H.R.  6788,  authorizing  the  Secretary  to  cooperate  with  States  and  . 
local  agencies  in  planning  and  carrying  out  works  of  improvement  for  soil  con-Vir 
serration  •(pv  D9)*  .  .  ■  . 


REPORTS.-  Received  the  following  annual,  and  special  reports  (p.  128)* 

,. ,  Extension  Service  activities  - 

.  Operations  of' federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Report  of  activities  of,  funds  used  hy,  and  donations  to,  the  regional 
research  laboratories 


FARM  POLICY .  Rep.  Jones  accused  the  Secretary  of  playing  partisan  politics  with 
the  Agricultural  Stabilization  and  Conservation  Committees  and  other  parts  of 
the  farm  program  (pp.  121-23).  Reps..  Curtis  and  Arends  replied  to  this  cri¬ 
ticism  (pp,  121+-26). 


EXPENDITURES,  Rep.  LeCompte  inserted  a  table  of  amounts  authorized  and  expendi¬ 
tures  made  by  investigating  and  select  committees,  Jan.  3,  to  Dec.  ,31»  1953, 
including  the  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  117 )• 

VETERANS’  BENEFITS.  Rep.  Sikes  urged  an  overhauling  of  the  veterans’  loan  pro¬ 
gram,  claiming  the  present  program  has  failed  in  its  objectives  (p.  119)* 


7«  ADJOURNED  until  Thurs.,  Jan.  15  (p*  117). 


SENATE 


FARM  PROGRAM'.  Sens.  Aiken,  Dirksen,  Langer,  Monroney,  and  others  discussed 
various  portions  of  the  President's  farm— program  message.  Sen.  Aiken  stated 
it  "proposes  a  program  which  I  believe  constitutes  a  broad  basis  for  enacting 
the  best  and  soundest  agricultural  legislation  which  we  have  ever  had"  (pp.  86-8, 
95-102). 


NOMINATIONS •  Received  nominations  from  the  President  as  follows: 

Ross  Rizley  to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  a  member  of  the 
CCC  Board  of  Directors  (pp.  103,  10L). 

Clark  L.  Brody,  Harlan  B.  Munger,  John  D.  Anderson,  Raymond  Sayre,  H.  W. 
Clutter,  Marshall  H.  Edwards,  Marvin  J.  Briggs,  C.  H.  Matthews,  Golden  F*  Fine, 
Elbert  J.  Hodge,  Earl  V.  Brockman  and  L.  V,  Ritter  to  be  members  of  the  Federal 
Farm  Credit  Board  (p.  10h)» 


■“3'"*  >• 


Lewis  W.  Douglas ,  Alf rbdUM,”  Ebeple,  Joseph  J •  George,  Howardc'T.  Orville, 
and  Kenneth  C-.  Spengler  to  be  members  of*  the  Advisory  Committee,  on  Weather 
Control  (p.  lOlj. )  •  • :  <  .  •  •  ...  ■  ,  ‘  " 

Neil  Jacoby  and  '.'alter  Stewart  as  members  of  the  Council  of  Economic 
Advisors  (p.  10Z4. ) •  - - — — 


10.  REPORTS-.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (p,  72)s 
Operations  of  the  Federal  Crop  Insurance  Corporation 
Activities  of  the  regional  research  laboratories 
Operations  of  the  agricultural'  experiment  stations 
Contracts  for  research  under  the  Research  and  Marketing  Act 
Extension  Service  activities 

National  Forest  Reservation  Commission  activities 


11.  COMMODITY  EXCHANGES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  1990,  to  strengthen  the  investigation  and  enforcement  provisions  of  the 
Commodity  Exchange  Act;  and  with  amendments  S.  2313#  "to  include  wool  among  the 
commodities  regulated  by  CEA  (S.  Repts.  839,  82+0)  (p.  73). 

-•  PUBLIC  LANDS;  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  S.  1577#  to  authorize  the  exchange  of  Forest  Service  lands  in  Eagle 
County,  Colo.,  for  other  lands  in  the  same  county  and  within  the  White  River 
National  Forest;  and  with  amendments  S.  1399#  to  authorize  the  sale  of  certain 
improvements  on  national  forest  land  in  Ariz.  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  'Water 
Users  Assn.  (S.  Repts.  81+1,  81+5)  (p.  73)* 


13*  MEAT  INSFECTlONj  ANIMAL  DISEASES#  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  repor'te 
with  amendment  S.  2l+Ql+,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  require  reasonable  bonds 
from  meat  packers;  and  S.  2583,  to  indemnify  owners  for  swine  destroyed  because 
of  vesicular  exanthema  (S.  Repts.  81+2,  81+3)  (p.  73). 

ll+.  CCC  COMMODITIES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ments  S.  1381,  providing  for  rotation,  etc.,  of  old  CCC  commodities  (S.  Rept,  81+1+ 

(p.  73). 

■*«**.  :  » 

»  ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY •  Sen.  Beall  stated  the  reasons  why  he  felt  this  project 
should  not  be  considered  at  this  session  of  Congress  (pp.  81+-6). 

16.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  Anderson  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  stating  that  Hawaii  and 
Alaska  should  be  made  States  at  the  sarnie  time  (pp*  83-1+) • 


17.  RECLAMAT ION •  Sen*  Watkins  spoke  in  favor  of  the  building  of  Echo  Park  Dam,  Colo, 
and  inserted  newspaper  articles  defending  this  project  (pp.  92-1+). 

18.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY..  The  Banking  and  Currency.  Committee  reported  original 
resolutions,  S.  Res.  182,  authprizing  investigation  of  problems  relating  to 
economic  stabilization  and  mobilization,  banking  policies,  etc.  (S.  Rept.  81+6), 
and  S.  Res.  183,  authorizing  the  study  of  the  operations  of  the  Export-Import 
Bank  and  the  International  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development  (S.  Rept,  8l+7) 

/  (PP.  79-80),  .  .  ,  • 

19*  WHEAT;  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sep,  Langer  Inserted  2  N,  Dak,  Farm  Bureau  resolutions 

urging  legislation  to  amend  the  wheat -acreage  allotment  for  durum  wheat  planters, 
and  to  continue  supports  at  90%  of  ,pari,ty  for  basic  commodities  (pp.  72-3)* 


-2*. 

20.  COTTON- ACREAGE. ALLOT MINTS.  The  lrDaily  Digest”  states  that  on  Jan.  9  the  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported  (but  did  not  actually 
report)  an  amendment  to  S.  261+3,  "providing  that  the  State  committee  may  allo¬ 
cate  excess  acreage  to  small  farms  growing  less  than  5  acres  of  cbtton"  (p.  D8). 


21.  IRISH  FOTAlOESc  Sen.  Morse  spoke  in  favor  of  the  ./elker  amendment  (to  S.  261i3^ 
which  would  authorize  the  Secretary  to  use  Sec.  32 “funds  for  diversion  of  Irish 
potatoes  (pp.  91+-5 )  * 

ITEM  IN  APPENDIX 

22.  NATIONAL  FORESTS.  Rep.  Tollefson  inserted  W.  G.  Hagenstein.fs,  forest  engineer 
for  the  Industrial  Ass ‘ne  recent  address  outlining  four  rethods  to  aid  in  se¬ 
curing  more  timber  from  national  forests  and  stating  that  "the  Forest  Service 
is  engaged  in  too  many  extraneous  activities"  (pp.  A105-6). 

23.  POSTAL. RATES.  Statement  by  Rep,  Broyhill  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Postal 
Operations  discussing  the  issue  of  parcel-post  size  and  weight  limitations 
(pp,  A107-9). 

2l+.  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Metcalf  favoring  the  President': 
statement  in  his  state  of  the  Union  message,  "that  al'l  Federal  conservation  and 
resource  development  projects  are  being  reappraised;  and  inserting  a  Washington 
Star  editorial  on  this  subject  (p.  A119).  6 

.  V  .  * 

25.  BUDGET.  Rep,  Coudert  inserted  a  Washington  Daily  News  article  opposing  the 
proposal  to  raise  the  debt  limit  end  urging  enactment  of  H.R,  2,  a  bill  to  limit 
Government  expenditures  to  income  (p.  A119). 

26.  FR ICE  SUPPORT..  Rep.  Bentley  inserted  the  minutes  of  a  meeting  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  Michigan  Bean  Producers'  Ass'n  favoring  price  support  program 

(PP.  Il23-^)!  *****  dry  bSanS  Sh°Uld  be  rr‘ade  "  *asic  commodity 

^serted  a  Siou*  City  (Iowa)  Journal  editorial  *  commending  the 
House  Agriculture  Committee  for  their  "grassroots  tour"  (p.  A125). 

27’  for™  anf°HawaiiS(p. ^A129) *d  *  COUrlW-Jo“™1  statehood 

?a‘  sp;o0™pp.”7)fxteDSion  of  re,rarks  of  Rep- Fallcn  opposlns  this  propossd 

29'  «oLmRBa;kfrie3"i(;:Tlt6).larShfleld  ^  editorial-  Cri- 

mert  iJs®rted  a  st.  Paul  Pioneer  Press  editorial  outlining  the  develc 

xx  (pp.  the  important  part  that  f°rmer  se-  sh^stead  ^ 

?  for^the  d^velopment^f011  °f  reiRark®  °f  Rep“  Javit ?s  urging  a  program  and  platforn 
World  P  ?f  consuniers'  economy  in  this  country  and  inserting  a  N,  Y. 

Should  be  Kl?9sTl9rd'  "Consumer’s  Party:  Cheap  Food  League  in  Britain 
□  e  uuiae  to  *U.  S.  Says  Economist"  (ppe  All+7-8), 

ine^t o * n n e ns  1  on  of  remarlcs  of  Rep.  Long  discussing  his  bill  H.R.  7060  delat¬ 
ing  ,to  cotton  acreage  allotments  (pp,  A150-3),  reiat- 
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Daily  Digest 

HIGHLIGHTS 

* 

Both  Houses  received  messages  from  President  on  farm  program  and  labor- 
management  relations. 

Soil-conservation  study  approved  by  House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Senate 


Chamber  Action 

Routine  Proceedings,  pages  72-86 

Bills  Introduced:  27  bills  and  10  resolutions  were  in¬ 
troduced,  as  follows:  S.  2644  to  S.  2670;  S.  J.  Res.  113; 
S.  Con.  Res.  54;  and  S.  Res.  1 76  to  S.  Res.  183. 

Pages  73-74,  78-80 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

S.  1990,  to  strengthen  the  investigation  and  enforce¬ 
ment  provisions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act,  with 
an  amendment  (S.  Rept.  839) ; 

S.  2313,  to  amend  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  in 
order  to  include  wool  among  the’commodities  regulated 
by  such  act,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  840) ; 

S.  1577,  to  authorize  the  exchange  of  land  in  Eagle 
County,  Colo.  (S.  Rept.  841) ; 

S.  2404,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
require  reasonable  bonds  from  packers,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  (S.  Rept.  842) ; 

S.  2583,  to  indemnify  against  loss  all  persons  whose 
swine  were  destroyed  in  July  1952  as  a  result  of  the 
disease  vesicular  exanthema,  with  an  amendment 
(S.  Rept.  843) ; 

S.  1381,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  rela¬ 
tive  to  rotation  of  CCC  stocks,  with  amendments 
(S.  Rept.  844) ; 

S.  1399,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
sell  certain  improvements  on  national  forest  land  in 
Arizona  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users  Associ¬ 
ation,  with  amendments  (S.  Rept.  845) ; 

S.  Res.  182,  authorizing  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  during  period  from  February  1,  1954,  to  Jan¬ 
uary  31,  1955,  to  expend  additional  funds  of  $16,000  to 
study  and  investigate  problems  of  economic  stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  mobilization,  banking  policies,  housing  con¬ 
struction,  Federal  loan  policies,  and  securities  and  ex¬ 
change  regulation  (extension  of  provisions  of  S.  Res.  42 
of  83d  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  (S.  Rept.  846); 

S.  Res.  183,  authorizing  Committee  on  Banking  and 
Currency  until  January  31,  1955,  to  expend  $116,500 
($83,000  in  new  funds  and  $33,500  unexpended  balance 


under  S.  Res.  25)  to  make  a  study  of  the  operations  of 
the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  International  Bank  for 
Reconstruction  and  Development  (S.  Rept.  847) ;  and 
S.  Res.  179,  continuation  of  authority  for  temporary 
employment  of  two  additional  clerical  assistants  by 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  (no  written  report). 

Pages  73,  79 

President’s  Messages:  The  following  two  messages 
were  received  from  the  President,  which  were  read  and 
referred  as  indicated : 

(1)  Recommendations  for  new  farm  legislation  (to 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry),  and 

(2)  Recommendations  for  certain  amendments  to 

the  Taft-Hartley  Act  (to  Committee  on  Labor  and  Pub¬ 
lic  Welfare).  Pages  71, 111-116 

Call  of  Calendar:  The  calendar  was  called  for  pas¬ 
sage  of  unobjected-to  bills,  but  no  bill  was  passed 
although  the  following  three  bills  were  amended  from 
the  floor  on  motion  of  Senator  McCarran:  S.  56  and 
S.  59,  private  bills,  and  S.  1663,  to  increase  the  salaries 
of  Members  of  Congress,  judges  of  U.  S.  courts,  and 
U.  S.  attorneys.  Pages  86_92 

Coinage — Northampton,  Mass.,  Founding:  S.  987, 
commemorative  coin  in  celebration  of  city  of  North¬ 
ampton,  Mass.,  was  temporarily  displaced  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  morning  business  and  call  of  calendar,  fol¬ 
lowing  which  the  bill  was  considered  without  action 
thereon.  page  92 

Treaty  Received:  Mutual  Defense  Treaty  between 
U.  S.  and  Korea,  signed  at  Washington  on  October  1, 
1953,  was  received  and  referred  to  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Relations  (Exec.  A,  83d  Cong.,  2d  sess.). 

Page  80 

Nominations:  128  civilian  and  1,306  armed  services 
nominations  were  received.  Pages  1 03-110 

Program  for  Tuesday:  Senate  recessed  at  3:49  p.  m. 
until  noon  Tuesday,  January  12,  when  it  will  continue 
on  S.  987,  Northampton,  Mass.,  coinage  bill,  to  be  fol- 
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lowed  by  H.  R.  1817  and  S.  2474  (commemorative  coin¬ 
age  bills),  and  S.  2643,  cotton  acreage  allotment  bill. 

Committee  Meetings 

( Committees  not  listed  did  not  meet) 

MISCELLANEOUS  BILLS,  AND 
__  COMMITTEE  PROGRAM 

Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry :  On  Saturday, 
January  9,  the  committee  ordered  favorably  reported 
the  following: 

(1)  An  amendment  to  S.  2643,  establishing  cotton- 

acreage  allotments  for  1954,  providing  that  the  State 
committee  may  allocate  excess  acreage  to  small  farms 
growing  less  than  5  acres  of  cotton ; _ _ — — — * 

(2)  Without  amendment,  S.  1577,  to  authorize  the 
exchange  of  land  in  Eagle  County,  Colo.; 

(3)  With  an  amendment — S.  2404,  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  require  reasonable  bonds 
from  packers,  S.  1990,  to  strengthen  the  investigation 
and  enforcement  provisions  of  the  Commodity  Ex¬ 
change  Act,  and  S.  2583,  to  indemnify  against  loss  all 
persons  whose  swine  were  destroyed  in  July  1952  as  a 
result  of  the  disease  vesicular  exanthema;  and 

(4)  With  amendments— S.  1381,  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  relative  to  rotation  of  CCC.  stocks, 

S.  1399,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  sell 
certain  improvements  on  national  forest  land  in  Arizona 
to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users  Association,  and 
S.  2313,  to  amend  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act  in 
order  to  include  wool  among  the  commodities  regulated 
by  such  act. 

The  committee  announced  that  hearings  are  tenta¬ 
tively  scheduled  for  January  13  (pending  receipt 
thereof)  on  the  nomination  of  Ross  Rizley,  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  to  be  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  12 
nominations  to  tire  Farm  Credit  Board. 

It  was  also  announced  that  Secretary  Benson  has  ac¬ 
cepted  an  invitation  to  appear  before  the  committee  on 
January  18  with  regard  to  tire  agricultural  outlook  and 
details  of  tire  President’s  farm  program.  Also,  it  was 
announced  that  hearings  will  begin  on  January  21  on 
S.  2548,  to  facilitate  administration  of  the  national 
forests  and  other  lands  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

INVESTIGATIONS  EXTENSION 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency ;  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  ordered  favorably  reported  two  origi¬ 
nal  resolutions,  as  follows: 

(1)  S.  Res.  182,  authorizing  committee  to  expend 
additional  funds  of  $16,000  to  study  and  investigate 
during  the  period  from  February  1, 1954,  to  January  31, 
1955,  such  problems  as  ( a )  economic  stabilization  and 
mobilization,  (b)  domestic  and  international  banking 
policies,  including  Federal  Reserve  matters  and  deposit 
insurance,  (e)  construction  of  housing  and  community 
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facilities,  ( d )  Federal  loan  policies,  and  ( e )  securities 
and  exchange  regulation  (extension  of  provisions  of 
S.  Res.  42  of  83d  Cong.) ;  and 

(2)  S.  Res.  183,  authorizing  expenditure  of  $116,500 
($83,000  new  funds,  $33,500  unexpended  balance  under 
S.  Res.  25,  83d  Cong.)  to  study  until  January  31,  1955, 
the  operations  of  the  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  Inter¬ 
national  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development 
and  their  relationship  to  expansion  of  international 
trade. 

GENERAL  COMMITTEE  BUSINESS 

Committee  on  Government  Operations:  Committee,  in 
executive  session,  voted  unanimously  to: 

(1)  Refer  to  the  Justice  Department,  for  an  opinion, 
the  cases  of  3  witnesses,  2  on  the  question  of  contempt  of 
the  committee,  and  a  third  on  the  question  of  contempt 
and  perjury ; 

(2)  Submit  to  the  Justice  Department,  for  an  opinion, 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  when  a  witness  made  a 
statement  that  he  had  not  committed  espionage,  he  could 
then  claim  protection  of  the  fifth  amendment  insofar 
as  the  entire  area  of  espionage  was  concerned;  and 

(3)  Authorize  filing  of  a  report  by  Senator  Potter’s 
subcommittee  on  Korean  war  atrocities.  Also,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reports  were  authorized  to  be  filed  next  week, 
with  no  objection,  unless  objections  to  the  filing  are 
registered  with  the  Chief  Clerk  by  January  15  or  16 
by  Senators  not  having  read  such  reports: 

State  Department  Information  Program — Informa¬ 
tion  Centers  (Permanent  Subcommittee  on  Investiga¬ 
tions)  ; 

Voice  of  America — Baker  East  and  Baker  West  (a 
previous  witness  is  to  be  recalled  for  clarification  of 
earlier  testimony  before  filing  of  this  report) ; 

Annual  Report  of  the  Permanent  Subcommittee  on 

Investigations; 

Activities  Report  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations; 

Audit  Reports  of  Government  Corporations  and 
Agencies  (full  committee). 

It  was  made  a  matter  of  record  that  this  vote  was 
merely  an  authorization  to  file  and  does  not  necessarily 
constitute  an  approval  of  the  contents. 

Also,  the  committee  authorized  introduction  of  a 
resolution  providing  funds  for  the  Subcommittee  on 
Reorganization  consisting  of  the  unexpended  balance 
under  S.  Res.  56  of  approximately  $9,800.  No  addi¬ 
tional  funds  were  requested  by  the  subcommittee. 

The  committee  also  discussed  briefly  die  proposed 
budget  of  $200,000  for  the  Investigations  Subcommittee 
($191,000  plus  approximately  $9,000  unexpended  bal¬ 
ance  under  S.  Res.  40),  but  deferred  final  action  until 
Thursday  when  today’s  meeting  will  be  continued. 

STATEHOOD  BILLS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  On  Friday, 
January  8,  the  committee  unanimously  agreed  that  hear- 
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water.”  They  cited  more  than  100  of 
his  editorials  on  conservation  subjects, 
many  of  which  have  received  wide  circu¬ 
lation  beyond  the  borders  of  Utah. 

Mr.  Linford’s  award  was  for  the  field 
of  press  and  radio.  Other  recipients  of 
the  1953  conservation  awards  were  Sher¬ 
man  Adams,  assistant  to  the  President, 
for  his  work  while  Governor  of  New 
Hampshire  in  helping  to  frame  and  se¬ 
cure  enactment  of  key  legislation  in  con¬ 
nection  with  forest  management ;  George 
L.  Drake,  vice  president  of  the  Simpson 
Logging  Co.,  of  Washington,  for  his 
leadership  in  cooperative  forestry  be¬ 
tween  public  and  private  agencies; 
Thomas  V.  Downing,  Virginia  State  De¬ 
partment  of  Education,  for  his  work  in 
pushing  youth  programs  in  forestry  in 
the  Southern  States;  and  P.  H.  Gladfel- 
ter,  of  Pennsylvania,  for  his  pioneering 
work  in  impressing  the  importance  of 
sound  woodland  management. 

Madam  President,  also  a  very  valuable 
aid  in  fighting  this  campaign  of  misin¬ 
formation  is  an  editorial  published  in  the 
January  7,  1954,  issue  of  the  Salt  Lake 
Tribune,  under  the  heading  “Scenic, 
Recreational  Values  at  Echo  Park.” 

This  very  fine  factual  summary  attacks 
the  arguments  now  being  propounded  by 
the  opponents  to  Echo  Park,  who  would 
have  the  general  public  believe  that  Echo 
Park  Dam  would  flood  about  90  percent 
of  the  spectacular  canyons  of  the  Green 
and  Yampa  Rivers. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  my  colleagues 
in  the  Senate  to  this  editorial,  which 
refers  to  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation’s 
report  showing  that  not  more  than  11 
percent  of  the  Dinosaur  National  Monu¬ 
ment  would  be  flooded. 

Madam  President,  on  the  same  subject 
a  very  excellent  editorial,  entitled  “Time 
To  Stop  Backpedaling.”  appeared  in  the 
January  5,  1954,  issue  of  the  Deseret 
News  and  Telegram,  of  Salt  Lake  City. 
We,  in  the  upper  basin  States  of  the 
Colorado  River  Compact,  have  been 
plagued  by  the  false  propaganda  gener¬ 
ated  by  pseudo-conservationists  in  their 
attempt  to  deprive  us  of  our  life  blood, 
which  is  water.  Misrepresentations  and 
misleading  phrases  have  been  used  by 
the  opponents  to  Echo  Park  Dam  as  sub¬ 
stitutes  for  the  facts;  and  innocent,  well- 
meaning  organizations,  victimized  by 
this  scurrilous  practice,  have  blindly 
entered  opposition,  when  if  the  truth 
were  presented  to  them  they  would  have 
entered  support,  instead. 

Madam  President,  I  conclude  by  ask¬ 
ing  unanimous  cor  sent  that  the  three 
matters  to  which  I  have  referred  be 
printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
to  the  editor  and  the  editorials  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

[Prom  the  New  York  Times  of  January 
9,  1954] 

Echo  Park  Dam  Upheld — Its  Construction* 
Defended  as  Part  of  Needed  Program  for 
Area 

To  the  Editor  of  the  New  York  Times: 

It  is  disheartening  to  me  to  note  that  the 
New  York  Times,  usually  temperate  and. 
factual,  is  repeating  the  irresponsible  allega¬ 
tions  of  some  wilderness  zealots  regarding 
the  proposal  to  build  Echo  Park  Dam. 

Your  editorial  No  Dam  at  Dinosaur  of 
December  22  repeats  the  familiar  shocker 


that  this  dam  (in  a  remote  and  almost  in¬ 
accessible  section  of  western  Colorado) 
would  destroy  one  of  the  West’s  great  scenic 
preserves  and  that  Secretary  McKay’s  deci¬ 
sion  is,  as  the  Sierra  Club  of  California 
claims,  a  threat  to  the  national  park  system. 

Actually,  as  many  sincere  conservationists 
have  testified.  Echo  Park  Dam  and  Split 
Mountain  Reservoir,  scheduled  for  later  con¬ 
struction,  would  flood  nothing  much  of 
scenic,  historical,  or  geological  value  except 
in  a  small  section  of  the  canyon,  and  this 
can  be  duplicated  in  a  hundred  other  areas. 
alternative  sites 

Your  editorial  argues  that  alternative 
dams  could  be  constructed  outside  the 
national  monument  that  would  accomplish 
the  purpose  of  Echo  Park  Dam  without  de¬ 
stroying  forever  one  of  the  unique  remnants 
of  primeval  America.  These  alternative 
sites  have  been  subjected  to  intensive  engi¬ 
neering  scrutiny  and  were  studied  just  re¬ 
cently  by  Under  Secretary  of  Interior  Tudor 
before  the  Interior  Department  approved  the 
plans.  The  sheltering  canyons  and  low  tem¬ 
peratures  prevailing  at  Echo  Park,  plus  other 
considerations,  make  it  far  the  superior  site. 

This  dam  is  called  the  “wheelhorse”  of 
the  nine-dam  upper  Colorado  River  Basin 
storage  project  and  many  elements  enter  in¬ 
to  the  complex  picture.  Evaporation  loss 
is  paramount.  The  “most  favorable”  alter¬ 
native  site — as  to  storage,  cost  economy,  elec¬ 
tric  power  production,  and  so  forth — would 
evaporate  300,000  more  acre-feet  of  water 
annually  than  would  Echo  Park.  Such  a 
water  loss  would  supply  a  good-sized  city, 
would  irrigate  200,000  acres  of  western  land, 
now  needing  such  water,  and  would  supply 
an  agricultural  livelihood  for  more  than  20,- 
000  persons. 

In  addition,  substitution  of  another  dam 
or  dams  for  Echo  Park  would  eliminate  from 
the  upper  basin  program  Split  Mountain 
and  the  Gray  Canyon  Dams  downstream  on 
Green  River. 

The  upper  Colorado  River  Basin  program 
must  be  considered  as  an  entity.  It  is  care¬ 
fully  integrated  and  balanced — as  to  storage, 
power  links,  other  use  of  water  and  as  to  re¬ 
payment  to  the  Government.  Eliminating 
or  radically  changing  one  element  in  the  co¬ 
ordinated  plan  could  throw  the  overall  pro¬ 
gram  out  of  balance,  making  it  economically 
or  otherwise  unfeasible. 

use  of  water 

This  program  is  the  only  means  by  which 
Utah,  Colorado,  and  other  upper  basin  States 
can  fulfill  their  compact  obligations  to  the 
lower  basin  States  and  put  to  beneficial  use 
their  share  of  the  Colorado  River  water. 
Perhaps  one  has  to  live  in  this  semi-arid 
country  to  realize  just  how  important  this 
“last  water  hole”  is  to  the  region. 

You  warn  that  Echo  Park  is  a  kind  of  foot 
in  the  door — a  threat  to  the  inviolability 
policy  of  national  parks.  I  read  of  no  such 
alarmist  material  about  construction  of  the 
great  tunnel  and  water  and  power  works  in 
the  Colorado  Big  Thompson  reclamation 
project.  And  I  have  not  been  aware  of 
mourning  over  the  “damage”  to  the  scenic 
or  recreational  value  done  by  these  works 
to  the  immensely  popular  Rocky  Mountain 
National  Park. 

The  1938  presidential  order  increasing  the 
size  of  Dinosaur  National  Monument  from 
the  80-acre  “Dinosaur  graveyard”  to  200,000 
acres,  including  the  Green  and  Yampa  Can¬ 
yons,  clearly  contemplated  future  use  of 
the  area  for  a  water  project.  Moreover, 
Park  Service  spokesmen  made  definite  pledg¬ 
es  to  residents  of  this  area  that  the  monu¬ 
ment  extension  would  not  interfere  with 
such  a  project. 

With  so  much  at  stake  in  the  battle  over 
the  public  lands  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
why  Echo  Park  is  being  made  the  blazing 
symbol  of  conservation  at  this  time.  The 
epidemic  of  editorials  and  intemperate  state¬ 
ments  arouses  the  suspicion  that  Echo  Park 
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is  the  mere  window  dressing  for  a  behind- 
the-scenes  movement  of  far  greater  conse¬ 
quence  to  the  Intermountain  West  and,  in¬ 
directly,  to  the  Nation. 

Ernest  H.  Linford. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  January  2,  1954. 

[From  the  Salt  Lake  Tribune  of  January 
7,  1954] 

Scenic,  Recreational  Values  at  Echo  Park 

Anomalies  and  ironies  are  multiplying  in 
the  hysterical  campaign  against  the  proposed 
Echo  Park  Dam. 

The  Washington  news  conference  show 
held  this  week  by  vociferous  opponents  of 
the  key  storage  power  project  in  the  upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  program  was  clearly  an 
attempt  to  inflame  public  opinion  prior  to 
the  congressional  hearing  scheduled  for 
January  18.  The  wild  and  fantastic  state¬ 
ments  made  in  the  name  of  impressive- 
sounding  organizations  might  well  cause 
rank-and-file  members  of  these  organiza¬ 
tions  to  examine  aims  and  leadership  long 
and  hard.  Good  would  accrue  from  the  ca¬ 
lamity  howling  if  Congress  were  moved  to 
look  behind  the  facade  and  probe  the  finan¬ 
cial  backing  of  some  self-styled  conserva¬ 
tion  groups  involved  in  the  emotional  cru¬ 
sade. 

Ironically,  some  foot  dragging  and  down¬ 
right  opposition  comes  from  Colorado,  the 
State  in  which  Echo  Park  Dam  would  be 
built,  and  which  would  receive  more  than 
half  the  firm  water  rights  and  other  bene¬ 
fits  from  the  upper  basin  program.  The 
dam,  which  would  be  just  below  the  con¬ 
fluence  of  the  Green  and  Yampa  Rivers,  in 
Dinosaur  National  Monument,  2  miles  east 
of  the  Utah-Colorado  line,  would  be  con¬ 
structed  under  Colorado  labor  laws  and  con¬ 
tractors  and  others  would  be  subject  to 
Colorado  taxation.  Denver  and  other  Colo¬ 
rado  cities  would  benefit  from  the  electrical 
power  output  as  would  other  communities 
in  both  upper  and  lower  basins. 

Vernal,  Utah,  less  than  30  miles  from  the 
damsite,  and  other  Uintah  Basin  communi¬ 
ties  would  benefit  economically  in  many 
ways  from  the  dam  project  because  of  their 
close  proximity  and  because  of  the  low-cost 
electric  power  it  would  make  available. 

Fish  and  wildlife  spokesmen  have  joined 
in  the  loud  wail  about  Echo  Park,  yet 
neither  the  Green  nor  the  Yampa  currently 
yields  any  fish  but  the  “trash”  variety.  The 
creation  of  miles  of  quiet,  clear  water  in 
the  canyon  bottoms  would  pave  the  way  for 
splendid  bass  and  trout  fishing  in  the  park 
and  the  wildlife  situation  there  could  be 
improved  otherwise. 

A  sportsmen’s  group  leader,  writing  in  the 
Denver  Post,  says  Echo  Park  Dam  would 
“flood  out  about  90  percent  of  the  spec¬ 
tacular  canyons”  of  the  Green  and  Yampa. 
And  a  Los  Angeles  Times  columnist  writes 
that  the  dam’s  “vague  in  purpose  and  stag¬ 
gering  cost,  would  flood  virtually  every  inch 
of  them  (the  canyons) .” 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  reports  assert,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  rivers  within  the  Dino¬ 
saur  Monument  now  inundate  about  3  per¬ 
cent  of  the  area.  After  construction  of  Echo 
Park  and  Split  Mountain  Dams  the  total 
flooded  area  would  be  increased  to  about  11 
percent  of  the  monument,  with  most  of  the 
increase  in  the  vicinity  of  Pat’s  Hole,  near 
the  dam.  The  water  would  be  deep,  of 
course,  at  the  dam,  but  farther  up  the  can¬ 
yon  gorges — in  the  areas  of  best  scenery— 
the  reservoirs  would  gradually  decrease  in 
depth. 

There  are  many  definitions  of  beauty  and 
scenic  values,  but  it  would  seem  that  cov¬ 
ering  sandbars,  sagebrush,  and  rubble  in 
the  bottom  of  a  canyon  would  improve  the 
general  appearance  to  many  unprejudiced 
eyes.  In  the  steep  canyons  the  dams  would 
result  in  widening  the  present  water  channel 
only  1  y2  to  3  times. 
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Some  sincere  wilderness  enthusiasts  see  a 
concrete  dam  as  sinister  and  hoiribly  ugly, 
artificially  held  water  as  a  crime  against 
nature.  Yet  annual  figures  on  recreational 
visits  to  Hoover  Dam  and  Lake  Mead  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  popularity  of  this  national 
recreation  area,  administered  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service,  is  exceeded  only  by  that 
of  Yellowstone  National  Park.  Some  hardy 
outdoorsmen  abhor  the  idea  of  opening  a 
wilderness  area  to  the  public  and  fight  all 
means  of  making  such  sections  more,  acces¬ 
sible.  These  and  others  would  put  preser¬ 
vation  of  a  wild  land  above  the  economic 
and  agricultural  development  of  a  whole 
region.  Their  attitude  is  hardly  consistent 
with  the  concept  of  serving  the  best  interests 
of  the  largest  number. 

[From  the  Deseret  News  and  Telegram  of 
January  5,  1954] 

Time  To  Stop  Backpedaling 

Three  years  ago  the  Federated  Utah  Artists 
learned  a  lesson  on  the  importance  of  facts. 
It  is  a  lesson  we  submit— not  very  hope¬ 
fully — for  the  consideration  of  a  good  many 
people  who  badly  need  it. 

The  association  of  artists  at  its  annual 
meeting  in  January  1951  had  before  it  a 
proposed  resolution  opposing  construction  of 
Echo  Park  Dam.  Sentiment  was  high  in 
favor  of  the  resolution.  After  all,  these  were 
artists,  interested  mainly  in  preservation  of 
beauty.  Other  artist  organizations  through¬ 
out  the  country  were  opposing  the  dam  on 
the  basis  of  what  they  had  been  told.  The 
resolution  seemed  certain  to  sweep  through 
the  Utah  group  in  the  same  way. 

Then,  just  before  a  vote  was  to  be  taken, 
someone  rose  to  ask  whether  more  infor¬ 
mation  wasn’t  needed.  The  membership 
agreed  it  was.  A  committee  was  appointed 
to  investigate. 

In  the  fall  of  1951,  after  a  summer  of  look¬ 
ing  into  the  problem,  the  committee — chair- 
manned,  incidentally,  by  the  person  who 
made  the  original  motion — made  its  report. 
It  concluded  that  building  the  dam  would 
make  possible  development  of  a  beautiful 
recreation  area,  that  concern  about  the 
much-discussed  destruction  of  areas  of  geo¬ 
logical  and  archaeological  value  is  a  myth, 
that  there  is  no  comparable  alternative  site, 
and  that  Utah  has  many  other  canyons  of 
comparable  or  greater  beauty  and  wonder 
from  the  aesthetical  or  any  other  point  of 
view. 

That  ended  that  particular  resolution 
against  construction  of  the  dam. 

What  a  pity  that  so  many  other  well-inten¬ 
tioned  but  misguided  organizations  and  in¬ 
dividuals  who  are  making  such  a  public 
clamor  over  the  dam  haven’t  bothered  to 
similarly  inform  themselves. 

For  make  no  mistake  about  it,  the  Echo 
Park  Dam  still  has  rough  going  ahead.  It 
has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Inte¬ 
rior  for  immediate  action,  but  Congress  still 
holds  the  purse  strings.  Congressmen  live 
on  votes,  and.  the  national  campaign  of  mis¬ 
information  is  going  to  make  a  good  many 
Congressmen  tread  very  softly — or  not  at 
all — where  this  project  is  concerned. 

We  might  as  well  face  it.  California  wants 
Colorado  River  water  that  belongs  to  Utah. 
As  long  as  Echo  Park  and  other  upper  Colo¬ 
rado  River  project  dams  go  unbuilt,  she  will 
get  that  water.  So  the  present  campaign 
will  continue.  And  it  is  effective.  Shibbo¬ 
leths  such  as  “bureaucratic  boondoggling,” 
“stealing  the  public’s  inheritance,”  “destroy¬ 
ing  nature’s  wonderland,”  and  other  empty 
phrases  make  an  effective  substitute  for  facts 
in  the  public  mind. 

It  is  time,  we  believe,  to  stop  backpedaling 
and  apologizing  and  explaining. 

It  is  time  Utah  and  Colorado  and  other 
States  with  a  stake  in  the  lifeblood  of  the 
Colorado  took  the  ball  away  from  the  psuedo- 


conservationists  and  did  some  ground-gain¬ 
ing  for  themselves. 

We  suggest  that  the  chambers  of  commerce 
of  Utah  and  western  Colorado  cities  and 
other  organizations  interested  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  this  area  cooperate  in 
building  a  fund  to  acquaint  key  people  in 
the  Nation  with  exactly  what  we  have  here. 
Let’s  challenge  the  opponents  of  these  dams 
to  come  out  here  themselves  and  actually 
take  a  look,  not  only  at  the  canyons  in  ques¬ 
tion  but  also  at  others  along  the  Green  and 
Colorado  and  San  Juan  equally  worthy  of 
public  recognition. 

A  task  force  of  the  Department  of  Inte¬ 
rior  saw  for  itself  last  summer  and  was  con¬ 
vinced.  So  did  a  House  Interior  Committee. 
■Whenever  the  facts  have  been  studied,  as 
the  Utah  artists  studied  them,  the  projects 
have  won  approval. 

And  yet,  the  Los  Angeles  Times,  in  a  typi¬ 
cal  sob-sister  story,  writes : 

"When  people  of  the  United  States  dis¬ 
cover  what  they  own  in  these  unscarred,  un¬ 
surpassed,  unbelievable  canyons,  they  will 
no  more  surrender  them  up  for  materialist 
uses  than  they  would  a  Yosemite,  a  Zion, 
or  a  Crater  Lake.” 

Mere  facts  never  catch  up  with  that  kind 
of  romantic  tripe.  Not  unless  we  find  some 
way  to  epose  it  to  the  public  for  what  it  is. 
And  unless  we  do,  the  upper  Colorado  River 
project  may  never  get  beyond  its  blueprint. 


FINANCING  OF  MOUNT  RUSHMORE 
NATIONAL  MEMORIAL 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business  is  Senate  bill  987,  a  bill 
introduced  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Massachusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall]  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  coinage  of  50-cent  pieces  in 
commemoration  of  the  tercentennial  cel¬ 
ebration  of  the  founding  of  the  city  of 
Northampton,  Mass.  I  understand  that 
following  the  disposition  of  that  bill,  an¬ 
other  special  coinage  bill  will  be  consid¬ 
ered. 

For  a  number  of  years  Congress  has 
been  enacting  bills  of  this  character.  I 
have  had  pending,  both  in  the  House  and 
in  the  Senate  at  different  times,  a  bill  to 
provide  for  the  completion  of  the  Mount 
Rushmore  National  Memorial  and  the 
financing  thereof  by  the  issuance  of  a 
special  coin.  If  now  it  is  to  be  the  pol¬ 
icy  to  consider  bills  of  this  character,  I 
trust  that  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  will  give  early  considera-j 
tion  to  my  bill,  Senate  bill  1657. 

For  the  information  of  Senators,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  text  of  the 
bill  may  be  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bil 
(S.  1657)  to  provide  for  the  completior 
of  Mount  Rushmore  National  Memorial 
and  the  financing  thereof  by  issuance  of 
a  special  coin,  was  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,-  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  to  complete  the 
Mount  Rushmore  National  Memorial  and  to 
commemorate  the  lives  and  perpetuate  the 
ideals  of  the  four  Presidents  of  the  United 
States  there  sculptured — George  Washington, 
Thomas  Jefferson,  Abraham  Lincoln,  and 
Theodore  Roosevelt — there  shall  be  coined  by 
the  Director  of  the  Mint  not  to  exceed  2 
million  silver  50-cent  pieces  of  standard  size, 
weight,  and  fineness  and  of  a  special  appro¬ 
priate  design  carrying  a  replica  of  the  me¬ 
morial  to  be  fixed  by  the  Director  of  the 
Mint,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  and  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  The  United  States  shall  not  be  sub- 
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ject  to  the  expense  of  making  the  models 
for  master  dies  or  other  preparations  for 
this  coinage  but  may  accept  the  services  to 
be  provided  by  the  Mount  Rushmore  Na¬ 
tional  Memorial  Society  therefor  and  may 
accept  such  other  services  as  may  be  con¬ 
tributed  in  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  act. 

Sec.  2.  The  coins  herein  authorized  shall 
be  issued  at  par,  and  only  upon  the  request 
of  the  Mount  Rushmore  National  Memorial 
Society,  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  South  Dakota. 

Sec.  3.  Such  coins  may  be  disposed  of  at 
par  or  at  a  premium  by  banks  or  trust  com¬ 
panies  selected  by  the  said  Mount  Rushmore 
National  Memorial  Society  or  at  the  studio  of 
the  Mount  Rushmore  National  Memorial,  and 
all  proceeds  therefrom  shall  be  used  for  the 
following  purposes:  (1)  To  provide  addi¬ 
tional  parking  space  in  the  Mount  Rushmore 
Reserve  and  adequate  comfort  and  sanitary 
facilities  for  visitors;  (2)  to  complete  the 
monument  as  specified  by  the  models  in  the 
administration  building  maintained  by  the 
National  Park  Service  at  the  memorial,  such 
completion  to  be  under  the  direction  of  Lin¬ 
coln  Borglum  under  the  general  supervision 
of  the  National  Park  Seryice;  (3)  to  remove 
a  portion  of  the  debris  at  the  base  of  Rush¬ 
more  Mountain  and  to  construct  there  an 
appropriate  open-air  amphitheater  suitable 
for  holding  public  gatherings  on  historical 
occasions;  (4)  to  complete  the  construction 
of  the  Hall  of  Records  and  the  native  stone 
stairway  and  other  features  of  the  me¬ 
morial  as  originally  conceived  by  the  sculptor, 
Gutzon  Eorglum;  all  such  expenditures  and 
construction  to  be  under  the  supervision  of 
the  National  Park  Service. 

Sec.  4.  All  laws  now  in  force  relating  to 
the  subsidiary  silver  coins  of  the  United 
States  and  the  coining  or  striking  of  the 
same;  regulating  and  guarding  the  process  of 
coinage;  providing  for  the  pin-chase  of  ma¬ 
terial;  and  for  the  transportation,  distribu¬ 
tion,  and  redemption  of  coins;  for  the  pre¬ 
vention  of  debasement  or  counterfeiting; 
for  the  security  of  the  coins,  or  for  any 
other  purpose,  whether  such  laws  are  penal 
or  otherwise,  shall,  so  far  as  applicable,  apply 
to  the  coinage  herein  authorized. 

Sec.  5.  The  coins  authorized  herein  shall 
be  issued  in  such  numbers  and  at  such  times 
as  shall  be  requested  by  the  Mount  Rushmore 
National  Memorial  Society  and  upon  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  United  States  of  the  face  value 
of  such  coins:  Provided,  That  none  of  such 
coins  shall  be  issued  after  the  expiration  of 
a  10-year  period  immediately  following  the 
enactment  of  this  act. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 

ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938,  AS 

AMENDED 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  the  last 
bill  on  the  calendar  today  was  Calendar 
831,  Senate  bill  2643,  a  bill  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  I  understand  that  it  was  ob¬ 
jected  to  primarily  as  a  matter  of  pro¬ 
cedure  because  the  bill  is  to  be  brought 
up  for  consideration  and  full  debate  in 
the  very  near  future. 

The  bill  contains  an  amendment  which 
was  submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Welker],  which  deals  with  a  very 
serious  Irish-potato  problem  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

I  received  today  a  series  of  telegrams 
from  some  leaders  in  the  potato  industry 
in  my  State,  representing  the  potato 
growers.  I  ask  that  these  telegrams  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a 
part  of  my  remarks. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Eedmond,  Oreg.,  January  11,  1954. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

The  bill  permitting  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  use  section  32  funds  for  diversion 
of  Irish  potatoes  comes  on  floor  tomorrow. 
We  need  these  funds.  Work  for  passage. 

Roy  Snabel, 

Chairman,  Oregon-California 

Marketing  Committee. 

Redmond,  Oreg.,  January  11,  1954. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Work  for  passage  of  bill  on  floor  of  Senate 
permitting  Secretary  of  Agriculture  the  use 
of  section  32  funds  to  divert  Irish  potatoes. 

H.  W.  Steeehammer, 

President,  Central  Oregon  Potato 

Growers  Association. 

Redmond,  Oreg.,  January  11, 1954. 
Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Back  legislation  to  pass  bill  authorizing 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  section 
32  funds  for  diversion  of  Irish  potatoes.  We 
need  this  help. 

Ben  Davidson, 

Administrator,  Oregon  Potato  Committee. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  first  telegram  is 
typical.  It  reads  as  follows: 

The  bill  permitting  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  use  section  32  funds  for  diver¬ 
sion  of  Irish  potatoes  comes  on  floor  tomor¬ 
row.  We  need  these  funds.  Work  for  pas¬ 
sage. 

I  have  been  informed  that  what  the 
potato  growers  of  Oregon  are  seeking 
to  do  is  to  obtain  authorization  for  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  use  funds 
for  the  purchase  of  potatoes  in  such 
programs  as  the  school-lunch  program. 
It  is  claimed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  that  at  the  present  time  he  does 
not  have  such  authority.  It  seems  to 
me  obvious.  Madam  President,  that  such 
authority  should  be  given  him.  The 
Welker  amendment  is  a  sound  one.  I 
not  only  support  it,  but  I  shall  urge  its 
favorable  consideration  when  the  bill 
comes  up  for  debate  in  the  near  future. 


THE  PRESIDENT’S  AGRICULTURAL 
PROGRAM 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  know  that  I  have  anything  world¬ 
shaking  to  say  about  the  farm  problem. 
It  is  a  little  difficult  to  make  one’s  self 
heard  with  the  ovt  ’’tones  in  the  galleries. 
I  hope  they  will  subside,  so  that  this 
feeble  voice  of  mine  may  reach  into  the 
appropriate  corners  of  the  Chamber. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order.  Let  there  be 
order  on  the  floor  and  in  the  galleries. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  By  way  of  prelude, 
let  me  say  that  I  am  unequivocably  and 
unreservedly  for  the  President’s  agri¬ 
cultural  program. 

As  Senators  know,  I  come  from  the 
Corn  Belt.  Next  to  Iowa,  Illinois  pro¬ 
duces  more  com  than  any  other  com¬ 
monwealth  in  the  entire  United  States. 
We  think  of  corn  not  only  in  terms  of 
a  cereal  grain,  but  also  in  terms  of  its 


use  in  the  commercial  market.  It  is 
the  fact  that  roughly  80  of  every  100 
bushels  of  corn  produced  go  into  live¬ 
stock.  Consequently  we  cannot  think 
of  the  livestock  problem  without  think¬ 
ing  of  the  corn  problem. 

In  my  section  of  the  country  we  meas¬ 
ure  com  not  only  in  terms  of  bushels, 
but  also  in  terms  of  gallons  on  occasion, 
because  it  enters  into  the  commercial 
market  in  a  rather  large  way. 

As  I  sense  the  President’s  program,  in 
seeking  to  simplify  what  I  think  are  its 
fundamental  items,  I  should  say  that  it 
would  permit  mandatory  supports  on 
basic  commodities  at  90  percent  of  par¬ 
ity  to  expire  with  the  1954  crop.  Sec¬ 
ondly,  it  would  provide  for  flexible  parity 
based  upon  supply  after  1955.  Under 
present  law  there  is  authority  to  use  the 
old  or  the  modernized  parity  on  basic 
commodities,  which  authority  expires 
January  1,  1956. 

There  is  also  what  is  known  as  ad¬ 
justed  or  transitional  parity.  That  is 
nothing  more  than  an  adjustment,  to 
enable  us  to  go  from  the  old  to  the  new 
formula. 

The  plan  also  provides  the  setting 
aside  of  about  one-half  the  commodities 
now  owned  by  the  Government,  for  a 
variety  of  purposes,  including  national 
defense,  the  school-lunch  program,  and 
other  diversions,  so  long  as  they  do  not 
have  any  effect  upon  the  commercial 
market. 

I  think  the  effect  of  the  program  is 
very  nicely  stated  in  the  President’s 
message  at  the  bottom  of  page  6,  under 
the  heading  “Conclusion.”  I  could  do 
no  better,  for  the  purpose  of  my  re¬ 
marks,  than  to  read  it.  It  reads  as 
follows : 

It  will  help  the  farmer  attain  full  parity 
In  the  market.  It  will  avoid  creating  bur¬ 
densome  surpluses.  It  will  curtail  the  regi¬ 
mentation  of  production  planning,  lessen 
the  problem  of  diverted  acreage,  and  yield 
farmers  greater  freedom  of  choice  and  action. 

t  It  has  some  other  objectives,  of  course, 
\but  those  are  all  that  are  necessary  for 
imy  purpose. 

|  If  I  were  to  recite  the  reasons  why  I 
Jthink  this  is  a  sound  program,  I  should 
say,  first  of  all,  that  it  is  fundamental. 
Secondly,  it  conforms  to  certain  basic 
economic  principles.  I  believe  it  is  fair 
to  every  segment  of  our  society,  includ¬ 
ing  both  producers  and  consumers.  I 
think  it  presents  the  best  hope  for  some 
kind  of  durable  solution,  after  nearly  30 
years  of  failure.  When  all  is  said  and 
done,  in  connection  with  the  farm  prob¬ 
lem,  we  are  back  where  we  were  30  years 
ago. 

In  indicating  to  the  Senate  why  I  am 
in  favor  of  this  program,  I  think  it  would 
be  well  to  invite  attention  to  a  little 
history. 

I  was  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
in  1933,  when  there  was  agricultural 
distress  in  the  United  States.  I  remem¬ 
ber  how  we  wrestled  and  struggled  in 
the  hope  that  we  might  find  a  practi¬ 
cable,  workable,  and  durable  solution. 

Those  were  the  days  when  it  was 
urged — and  I  suppose  with  some  truth — 
that  we  were  destroying  little  pigs,  and 
probably  trying  to  teach  birth  control  to 


the  rest  of  the  hog  population,  in  order 
to  overcome  the  surplus  problem.  Those 
were  the  days  when  we  were  talking 
about  plowing  under  every  third  row  of 
cotton.  I  would  be  less  than  candid  if 
I  did  not  confess  that  there  was  distress 
in  agricultural  areas,  because  corn  was 
selling  at  a  very  low  price,  and  so  were 
hogs.  Senators  know  what  the  price  of 
wheat  was  at  that  time.  I  very  freely 
confess  that  there  was  an  agricultural 
stringency,  and  that  the  spectral  hand 
of  foreclosure  was  moving  over  the 
country. 

Nor  would  I  be  quite  candid  if  I  did 
not  at  least  say  that  the  emergency  pro¬ 
grams  which  we  had  in  1933,  in  some 
degree,  at  least,  represented  decisive  ac¬ 
tion,  whether  right  or  wrong.  I  have 
not  had  too  many  pleasant  things  to 
say  about  the  New  Deal,  but  I  will  say 
at  least  that  there  was  decisive  action 
at  that  time.  It  was  sought  to  meet 
something  which  was  an  emergency  if 
we  ever  saw  one. 

We  had  ever  so  many  farm  measures 
in  those  days.  There  was  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1934.  I  am  not 
sure  whether  my  esteemed  colleague 
[Mrs.  Smith  of  Maine]  was  in  the  House 
at  that  time  or  not.  That  measure  was 
the  beginning  of  an  entire  series  of  leg¬ 
islative  proposals,  which  went  back,  in 
large  part,  to  the  basic  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act.  As  I  saw  the  legislative 
program  unfold,  I  sometimes  wondered 
whether  or  not  we  were  getting  into  an 
atmosphere  of  confusion.  I  tried  on 
occasion  to  spell  out  all  the  things  which 
were  designed,  first,  to  increase  produc¬ 
tivity;  second,  to  increase  production; 
and  third,  to  cut  it  down  by  acreage  al¬ 
lotments,  marketing  quotas,  and  other¬ 
wise.  Then  of  course  there  was  the  at¬ 
tempt  to  put  it  all  together  to  determine 
whether  it  was  a  realistic,  reasonable, 
and  consistent  program. 

Let  us  consider  productivity  for  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Let  us  remember  the  improve¬ 
ment  in  fertilizers,  the  amount  of  money 
expended  in  order  to  make  the  soil  pro¬ 
duce  more,  and  the  expenditure  of  money 
which  resulted  in  producing  more  corn. 
More  cotton  can  be  produced  per  acre, 
and  more  wheat  can  be  produced  per 
acre,  and  more  of  everything  can  be  pro¬ 
duced  per  acre. 

I  remember  not  so  long  ago  when,  on 
the  basis  of  averages,  25  bushels  of  corn 
per  acre  seemed  a  good  yield  in  the  Corn 
Belt.  Today  100  bushels  and  even  in 
excess  of  150  bushels  are  grown.  All 
those  improvements  have  been  made  on 
the  productivity  side. 

So  far  as  production  is  concerned,  let 
us  consider  the  potato  situation.  I  re¬ 
member  when  millions  of  bushels  of  po¬ 
tatoes  were  made  inedible  by  being  dyed 
with  an  indelible  dye  or  by  being 
sprinkled  with  kerosene. 

It  seemed  for  all  the  world  as  though 
the  conjunction  of  good  weather,  rain¬ 
fall,  and  fertility  in  the  acres  devoted  to 
potatoes  produced  more  potatoes  than 
ever  before.  The  result  was,  of  course, 
that  not  only  did  the  price  go  down,  but 
it  became  necessary,  out  of  the  Public 
Treasury,  with  the  dollars  of  the  tax¬ 
payers,  to  support  the  price;  and  the 
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further  the  price  went  down  the  more 
support  was  required.  The  cost  ran  into 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollais. 

We  had  a  similar  situation  with  re¬ 
spect  to  eggs.  I  think  the  policy  finally 
was  to  buy  them  in  order  to  suppoit  the 
price,  and  to  dry  them.  Many  drying 
plants  were  developed.  Then  they  had 
to  be  stored  somewhere.  I  recall  as  a 
member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Agri¬ 
cultural  Appropriations  in  the  House 
that  we  caused  an  investigation  to  be 
made  of  a  cave  which  the  Government 
took  over  in  Kansas.  It  was  air  condi¬ 
tioned  and  electrically  lighted,  so  that 
the  equivalent  of  literally  millions  or  doz¬ 
ens  of  eggs  could  be  stored  there.  The 
hens  had  become  too  productive.  The 
balanced  ration  fed  them  had  become 
too  effective.  So  there  we  were,  with 
a  surplus.  We  had  to  move  in  and  take 
over.  I  am  afraid  the  aroma  finally  re¬ 
minded  the  people  of  the  United  States 
what  such  a  program  would  finally 


icetu  i/v. 

In  all  this  time,  despite  all  the  plasters 
which  were  placed  upon  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act,  and  all  the  implement¬ 
ing  legislation  which  was  passed  up  to 
1949,  there  was  no  solution  to  the  prob¬ 
lem.  I  say  that  very  kindly,  and  I  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  at  the  same  time  that 
this  will  not  become  a  very  tart  and  se¬ 
vere  partisan  issue.  I  do  not  see  how 
we  can  put  it  on  a  partisan  basis.  I 
mean  to  be  just  as  kindly  about  it  as  I 
can.  Probably  some  testy  things  could 
be  said.  However,  I  am  content  to  say 
now  that  the  farm  problem  was  never 
solved  at  any  time  since  I  first  came  to 
Congress  in  1932. 

The  best  answer  I  know  is  the  bulging 
bins  we  have  today,  the  waste,  the  losses, 
the  giveaways,  and  all  the  rest.  With 
all  that,  we  are  plagued  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1954  with  surpluses  such  as  we 
have  never  seen  before. 

What  finally  did  solve  the  problem — 
or  rather  sidetrack  it,  because  it  cannot 
be  called  a  solution — was  the  interven¬ 
tion  of  war,  with  its  attendant  inflation, 
and  all  the  evil  and  ulcerous  things 
which  come  out  of  the  crucible  of  war. 
There  was  a  giveaway  program.  When 
other  countries  saw  their  economy  slip¬ 
ping  and  they  could  not  till  their  soil, 
obviously  we  had  to  dip  into  the  Ameri¬ 
can  economy  to  help  them  maintain  a 
solid  front  and  enable  them  to  retain 
their  vitality  as  allies  in  a  worldwide 
effort. 

We  had  troops  in  the  field.  The  de¬ 
mands  upon  our  economy  were  necessar¬ 
ily  multiplied.  So,  of  course,  the  econ¬ 
omy  had  to  be  stimulated  in  wartime. 
The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  nearly  1 
out  of  every  3  bushels  of  wheat  which  we 
produced  went  abroad  at  that  time. 
Nearly  1  out  of  every  3  bales  of  cotton 
went  abroad  for  one  purpose  of  another. 
Probably  the  equivalent  of  1  out  of  every 
3  bushels  of  rice  went  abroad.  So  there 
was  an  almost  unlimited  area  in  which 
our  farm  commodities  could  find  a  mar¬ 
ket  with  the  qualification,  however,  that 
the  vary  fanners  who  produced  the  sur¬ 
pluses  had  to  pay,  in  part,  through  their 
taxes,  for  that  kind  of  giveaway  pro¬ 
gram. 


Frankly,  that  is  not  a  solution.  I  am 
sure  that  no  one  would  have  the  temer¬ 


ity  to  stand  up  and  say  that  it  was  a 
solution.  But  we  must  confess  that  the 
problem  was  sidetracked. 

We  must  also  confess  that  the  problem 
was  sidetracked  because  a  false  prosper¬ 
ity,  which  was  conditioned  upon  conflict 
and  broken  bodies,  had  sidetracked  it. 
Surplus  labor  had  gone  into  the  war 
plants.  Wages  were  firm  and  reasonably 
high,  and  there  was  great  buying  power 
in  the  country.  That  helped  to  sidetrack 
the  problem.  But  God  forbid  that  any¬ 
one  should  ever  undertake  to  call  that  a 
solution,  when  it  depends  upon  sending 
young  Americans  into  all  corners  of  the 
earth,  and  sending  materiel,  munitions, 
and  all  the  other  things  that  such  a  con¬ 
dition  involves.  A  synthetic  and  arti¬ 
ficial  condition  was  produced  in  our 
country  which  sidetracked  the  problem 
for  the  time  being. 

We  have  now  reached  the  point  where 
it  seems  that  we  can  diminish  the  num¬ 
ber  of  our  troops  abroad  in  small  part, 
because  of  the  progress  we  have  made 
in  the  field  of  atomic  weapons.  It  seems 
that  we  do  not  need  quite  so  many  of  the 
accoutremeiits  of  war;  and  when  we  do 
not  need  them,  we  do  not  need  quite  so 
many  men  to  operate  them.  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  probably  we  shall  ex¬ 
perience  some  reaction  in  our  country — 
how  much  or  how  little,  we  do  not  know. 

War  is  an  abnormal  things;  and  when 
we  excise  it  from  our  economy,  it  is  the 
same  as  removing  a  hideous,  cancerous 
growth  from  the  body.  There  is  a  little 
pain  accompanying  the  operation;  but  I 
am  confident  that  we  have  not  only  the 
courage,  but  the  capacity  and  vitality,  to 
take  it  in  stride  and  see  it  through. 

Here  we  are  with  respect  to  this  prob¬ 
lem  which  has  been  gathering  momen¬ 
tum  for  a  long  time,  except  when  it  was 
sidetracked  temporarily  by  the  condi¬ 
tions  to  which  I  have  referred.  We  have 
been  floundering  again,  and  we  are  in 
an  area  of  confusion. 

I  think  it  is  interesting  perhaps,  to 
note  that  our  friends  on  the  other  side, 
at  their  national  convention  in  1948, 
wrote  a  provision  in  their  platform 
which  endorsed  the  principle  of  a  per¬ 
manent  system  of  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports.  It  intrigued  me  a  great  deal;  in 
fact,  two  suggestions  intrigued  me :  First, 
the  one  respecting  flexible  price  sup¬ 
ports,  such  as  the  President  now  advo¬ 
cates,  and,  secondly,  the  one  making  it 
a  “permanent  system.”  Certainly,  those 
who  wrote  that  provision  in  the  plat¬ 
form  were  doing  their  earnest  and  most 
sincere  best  in  order  to  find  a  basis  for 
what  looked  like  a  durable  and  workable 
policy. 

Immediately  thereafter  came  another 
proposal.  I  examined  rather  care¬ 
fully  the  suggestion  made  by  the  former 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Brannan, 
in  Des  Moines,  Iowa.  Many  people  had 
gathered  there.  Then,  of  course,  the 
attack  began,  and  I  am  delighted  now 
that  the  Congress  saw  fit  to  turn  that 
proposal  aside,  because  I  have  no  idea, 
nor  does  any  finite  mind,  what  the  Bran- 
nan  plan,  with  its  almost  unlimited  pro¬ 
visions,  would  accomplish,  in  paying  the 
difference  between  the  price  the  market 
would  bear  and  what  the  price  should 
be.  Who  can  estimate  what  the  burden 


upon  the  Federal  Treasury  would  have 
been? 

Then  came  the  act  of  1948.  I  think 
my  friend  from  Tennessee  was  in  the 
House  at  that  time,  and  I  know  he  gave 
a  great  deal  of  attention  to  the  act  to 
extend  high  supports  until  1949,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  and  then  we  were  to  drop  back  to 
a  flexible  basis  in  1950. 

As  I  understand,  the  act  of  1949  was 
extended  through  1950,  with  a  provision 
that  the  flexible  scale  should  not  become 
effective  until  1951  and  1952. 

There  was  action  in  the  Congress  last 
year  dealing  with  the  same  problem.  If 
I  correctly  remember — and  I  would  do 
no  Member  of  this  body  an  injustice — I 
thought  at  the  time  of  the  discussion  the 
word  “temporary”  was  used.  In  other 
words,  it  was  not  a  solution.  So  we  had 
to  wait  for  new  facts  and  data  to  assure 
that  a  sound  program  would  be  enacted. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  indicated  briefly 
the  unhappy  inheritance  President 
Eisenhower  received  in  the  agricultural 
field.  He  can  say  with  truth  that  he 
received  an  unsolved  problem  that  was 
only  temporarily  aborted  and  sidetracked 
by  the  conflict  which  intervened,  and 
that  in  fact  we  are  about  where  we  were 
20  or  more  years  ago.  He  can  say,  of 
course,  that  there  has  been  a  diminution 
of  export  markets.  Certainly  we  are 
stimulating  the  export  of  agricultural 
commodities,  but  nations  are  today  stim¬ 
ulating  their  own  production;  they  are 
trying  to  develop  a  self-sustaining  basis 
for  themselves.  In  addition  to  that, 
many  countries,  directly  and  indirectly, 
developed  wrar  debts  of  their  own  that 
have  to  be  paid.  Consequently,  they 
have  to  turn  to  that  field  of  activity  and 
endeavor  to  find  something  with  which 
to  pay  their  debts. 

This  is  a  reasonably  kindly  observation 
to  make,  Mr.  President.  I  do  not  believe 
we  looked  the  economic  facts  of  life  fully 
in  the  face  when  we  were  dealing  with 
agriculture. 

I  remember  that  Mr.  Truman  went  to 
Detroit  and  said  he  thought  the  farmers 
would  be  ungrateful  if  they  did  not  vote 
for  his  ticket.  I  think  he  could  have  bet¬ 
ter  served  the  country  if  he  had  told 
the  whole  story  and  everything  involved 
in  it  and  told  them  that  here  was  a 
shadow  which  was  going  to  plague  not 
only  his  party  but  the  Republican  Party, 
and  the  entire  Nation  as  well. 

Congress  provided  that  66  million  acres 
could  be  used  for  the  production  of  wheat 
at  90  percent  of  parity,  when  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  under  their  own 
findings,  said  the  amount  should  not  be 
more  than  55  million  acres. 

If  we  are  going  properly  to  serve  the 
farmers  of  the  country  and  the  Nation 
itself  we  must  be  courageous  about  it  and 
put  aside  some  of  the  political  considera¬ 
tions  which  have  too  freely  intervened. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  not  so  naive  as  to 
believe  that  any  feeble  effort  on  my  part 
or  any  mere  words  are  going  to  dispel 
political  considerations,  but  I  think  it  is 
proper  to  remind  everyone  that  if  there 
should  be  a  crucifixion  it  will  not  be  a 
case  of  crucifying  one  party  or  the 
other;  it  will  be  a  case  of  hanging  the 
country  upon  an  economic  cross. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  charged  with  that 
responsibility.  Like  Pilate,  I  do  not 
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June  15,  1925,1  Detroit,  Mich.,  violation  of 
Dyer  Act. 

August  29,  1925,  St.  Louis,  Mo.,  concealed 
weapon;  discharged. 

August  29,  1925,'  Detroit,  Mich.,  robbery, 
armed;  discharged. 

October  6,  1925, 1  Detroit,  Mich.,  carrying 
offensive  weapons;  discharged. 

May  24,  1926, 1  Detroit,  Mich.,  robbery, 
armed;  discharged. 

March  31,  1929,1  Detroit,  Mich.,  robbery, 
armed;  discharged. 

May  15,  1927,1  Detroit,  Mich.,  disturbing 
the  peace;  $5  or  10  days. 

August  8,  1927,  Windsor,  Ontario,  posses¬ 
sion  of  offensive  weapons;  3  years;  served 
30  months. 

May  19,  1930.  Watertown,  N.  Y„  violation 
National  Motor  Vehicle  Act;  turned  over  to 
Detroit  court,  Detroit,  Mich. 

February  26,  1931,  Jackson,  Mich.,  rob¬ 
bery,  armed;  15  to  30  years. 

December  15,  1950,  Youngstown,  Ohio,  vio¬ 
lation  of  parole. 

Mr.  LANGER  subsequently  said;  Mr. 
President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
I  may  be  permitted  to  ask  a  question  of 
the  senior  Senator  from  Delaware. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  may  proceed. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Delaware  stated  a 
few  moments  ago  that  he  was  unable  to 
get  a  report  on  Prank  Cammarata  from 
the  Treasury  Department  because  the 
Senator  is  not  a  member  of  a  committee. 
Frankly,  I  do  not  understand  the  situa¬ 
tion.  I  always  understood  that  any 
Member  of  the  Senate  could  at  any  time 
write  to  any  member  of  the  Cabinet  and 
get  a  reply. 

I  should  like  to  inquire  what  the  situa¬ 
tion  is  in  this  case  and  why  the  Senator 
cannot  get  a  reply  with  reference  to  this 
particular  racketeer  case. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  will  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  North  Dakota 
that  I  can  get  a  reply  from  the  Treasury 
Department,  but  as  to  getting  certain 
information  I  had  asked  for  I  cannot  get 
it.  I  should  like  to  read  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  excerpts  from  a  let¬ 
ter  which  I  received  from  the  Treasury 
Department  with  reference  to  the  case. 
I  had  asked  certain  questions,  such  as 
who  had  settled  the  case,  what  the  proce¬ 
dure  was,  the  amount  of  tax  delin¬ 
quency,  as  well  as  terms  of  settlement. 
I  quote  from  toe  reply  which  I  received 
from  the  Treasury  Department: 

Specifically,  we  can  tell  you,  In  response 
to  your  first  question,  that  Cammarata  did 
fail  to  file  income-tax  returns  for  the  period 
you  mentioned. 

The  letter  goes  on  to  say: 

An  investigation  covering  most  of  the  years 
you  mentioned  was  made  in  1948.  We  are 
securing  additional  details  about  the  case 
from  our  field  office.  As  soon  as  we  receive 
this  information,  we  will  be  in  a  position 
to  reply  more  fully  to  some  of  your  remaining 
questions.  To  what  extent  we  can  furnish 
you  with  information  as  to  how  the  case  was 
finally  adjusted  and  settled,  and  the  amounts 
involved,  cannot  be  definitely  stated  at  this 
time  since  section  55  will  have  some  perti¬ 
nence  with  respect  to  this  type  of  data. 


1  These  arrests  are  unsupported  by  finger¬ 
prints  in  the  Department  of  Justice  files. 


I  may  say  further  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  North  Dakota  that  it  is 
the  typical  situation  which  a  Senator 
encounters  when  he  does  not  enjoy  offi¬ 
cial  committee  status.  That  was  the 
reason  I  had  asked  for  a  special  sub¬ 
committee,  so  that  I  could  follow  through 
on. these  cases.  The  complete  answer 
should  be  obtained  and  given  to  the 
American  people. 

However,  it  has  been  definitely  es¬ 
tablished  that  Cammarata  did  not  file 
tax  returns,  for  the  period  indicated. 
He  was  not  prosecuted. 


COINAGE  OP  50 -CENT  PIECES  TO 

COMMEMORATE  THE  TERCEN¬ 
TENNIAL  OP  THE  POUNDING  OF 

THE  CITY  OP  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  719, 
S.  2474,  to  authorize  the  coinage  of  50- 
cent  pieces  to  commemorate  the  tercen¬ 
tennial  of  the  founding  of  the  city  of 
New  York. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Secretary  will  state  the  bill 
by  title  for  the  information  of  the 
Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2474)  to  authorize  the  coinage  of  50-cent 
pieces  to  commemorate  the  tercentennial 
of  the  founding  of  the  city  of  New  York. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  bill  pending  before  the  Senate  will 
be  passed.  This  year  New  York  City  will 
celebrate  the  300th  anniversary  of  its 
founding.  A  committee  composed  of 
distinguished  citizens  of  New  York  has 
been  appointed  to  conduct  the  anniver¬ 
sary  celebration  in  a  manner  consistent 
with  the  dignity  and  stature  of  the  great 
city.  The  event  will  serve  to  demon¬ 
strate  to  the  people  of  our  country  and 
peoples  abroad  the  tremendous  impor¬ 
tance  of  New  York  City  both  in  domestic 
and  foreign  affairs. 

I  wish  to  point  out  that  the  passage 
of  the  bill  will  cause  no  substantial  ex¬ 
pense  to  the  United  States.  The  bill  defi¬ 
nitely  provides  that  the  expense  of  mak¬ 
ing  the  models  for  master  dies  or  other 
preparations  for  this  coinage  shall  not 
be  borne  by  the  United  States,  and  that 
such  coins  shall  be  issued  only  upon  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  face  value  of  the  coins  by 
the  committee  which  is  in  charge  of  the 
celebration. 

New  York  City  is  not  only  the  largest 
city  in  the  State  of  the  New  York  but  is 
also  the  oldest.  It  is  certainly  the  largest 
city  in  the  United  States,  and,  with  the 
possible  exception  of  London,  the  largest 
city  in  the  world. 

New  York  City  has  for  three  centuries 
played  a  very  prominent  part  in  the 
history  of  our  country.  It  has  been  a 
Dutch  city,  a  British  city,  and  for  the 
past  180  years  an  American  city.  It  has 
been  active  in  industry  and  commerce 
and  in  the  cultural,  educational,  and 


spiritual  life  of  the  Nation.  The  issuance 
of  the  special  coinage  is  a  small  but  very 
appropriate  recognition  of  the  great 
part  which  New  York  City  has  played  in 
the  life  of  our  Nation  and  of  the  free 
world. 

Mr.  BEALL.  Mr.  President,  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Ives]  is 
not  on  the  floor.  I  should  like  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  New  York 
is  a  cosponsor  of  the  bill,  and  that  he 
filed  the  report  of  the  subcommittee,  of 
which  I  was  the  chairman,  and  he  also 
filed  the  report  of  the  committee.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
report  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  report 
<No.  724)  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

The  Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 
to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (S.  2474)  to 
authorize  the  coinage  of  50-cent  pieces  to 
commemorate  the  tercentennial  of  the  foun¬ 
dation  of  the  city  of  New  York,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon 
without  amendment  and  recommend  that 
the  bill  do  pass.  v. 

The  bill  authorizes  the  Director  of  the 
Mint,  in  commemoration  of  the  tercenten¬ 
nial  of  the  foundation  of  the  city  of  New 
York,  to  coin  not  to  exceed  5  million  silver 
50-cent  pieces.  However,  the  initial  number 
of  such  pieces  to  be  coined  would  not  be 
less  than  200,000,  which  is  slightly  less  than 
1  week’s  production  of  coins  on  1  press  and 
Is  sufficiently  large  that  it  precludes  the 
issue  from  acquiring  an  artificial-scarcity 
value. 

Your  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  that 
provision  is  made  in  the  bill  that  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  making  the  models  for  master  dies 
or  other  preparation  for  their  coinage  shall 
not  be  borne  by  the  United  States. 

The  Treasury  Department  is  authorized  to. 
Issue  to  the  Committee  for  New  York  City's 
Three  Hundredth  Anniversary  Celebration 
the  commemorative  coins  upon  payment  of 
the  face  value  of  such  coins.  The  coins 
are  to  be  issued  in  such  numbers  and  at 
such  times  as  shall  be  requested  by  the 
above-mentioned  committee.  The  commit¬ 
tee  is,  of  course,  a  nonprofit  organization, 
and  any  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  coin 
above  par  shall  be  used  only  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  participating  in  the  tercentennial 
celebration  of  the  foundation  of  the  city  of 
New  York. 

Your  committee  is  fully  aware  that  the 
Treasury  Department  for  a  number  of  years 
has  consistently  objected  to  the  enactment 
of  legislation  authorizing  the  issuance  of 
commemorative  coins;  and,  while  recogniz¬ 
ing  that  there  is  much  to  be  said  for  the 
objections  which  are  raised  to  the  policy  of 
authorizing  commemorative  coins,  it  is  your 
committee’s  considered  judgment  that  ex¬ 
ceptions  should  be  made  to  the  general 
policy  when  the  event  to  be  celebrated  is, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Congress,  of  such 
magnitude  and  of  such  historical  impor¬ 
tance  in  the  life  of  our  country  and  its 
institutions  that  it  deems  the  event  should 
be  commemorated. 

The  possible  small  additional  cost  to  the 
United  States  in  the  issuance  of  the  com¬ 
memorative  coin  which  this  bill  authorizes 
and  which  from  time  to  time  the  Congress 
may  authorize  is,  in  your  committee’s  opin¬ 
ion,  far  outweighed  by  the  benefits  that  re¬ 
dound  us  as  a  people  and  a  Nation.  Our 
history,  our  traditions,  our  institutions  are 
historic  benchmarks  in  the  development  of 
the  Nation,  and  their  commemoration  ie 
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symbolic  of  the  spiritual  and  political  de¬ 
velopment  of  tbe  Nation,  and  they  help  as 
does  our  flag,  to  instill  in  the  minds  of 
our  people  that  patriotic  and  spiritual  fer¬ 
vor,  without  which  we  as  a  Nation  cannot 
survive.  We  must  be  just  as  vigilant  in 
fact,  more  vigilant — about  maintaining  and 
encouraging  the  spiritual  resources  of  the 
Nation  as  we  are  about  the  preservation  and 
development  of  our  physical  and  economic 
resources.  The  material  resources  of  a  na¬ 
tion  can  be  dissipated  or  destroyed,  the 
spirit,  tradition,  and  sacred  history  of  a 
nation,  if  reasonably  protected  and  devel¬ 
op  will  not  only  never  die  but  will  serve 
also  to  make  it  strong  physically  and  eco¬ 
nomically.  . 

With  this  in  mind,  your  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  foundation  of  the  city  of 
New  York  is  of  such  genuine  national  and 
historical  interest  that  it  is  fitting  and 
proper  that  a  coin  be  issued  in  commemo¬ 
ration  of  the  300th  anniversary. 

THE  FOUNDATION  OF  THE  CITY  OF  NEW  YORK 


When  Peter  Stuyvesant  and  his  council  in 
1653  proclaimed  a  grant  of  municipal  gov¬ 
ernment,  placing  city  affairs  in  charge  of  2 
burgomasters  (mayors),  5  schepens  (coun- 
cilmen ) ,  and  a  “shout"  (prosecutor),  west¬ 
ern  democracy  was  born  in  America,  xhat 
municipal  council  was  the  first  democratic 
institution  on  this  continent.  It,  therefore, 
is  your  committee’s  belief  that  the  celebra¬ 
tion  of  the  tercentennial  of  the  foundation 
of  the  city  of  New  York  exceeds  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  New  York  City. 

In  fact,  the  celebration  of  the  foundation 
of  the  city  of  New  York  is  of  international 
importance.  In  1783  negotiations  started 
between  the  Dutch  and  the  Continental 
Congress,  which  led  to  a  loan  of  5  million 
guilders  for  what  is  now  the  city  of  New 
York.  It  was  in  the  city  of  New  York  that 
a  farmer  by  the  name  of  Klaes  Martensen 
van  Roosevelt  arrived  in  the  year  1650.  He 
became  the  common  ancestor  of  seven  Presi¬ 
dents  of  the  United  States — James  Madison, 
Martin  Van  Buren,  Zachary  Taylor,  Ulysses 
S.  Grant,  William  H.  Taft,  Theodore  Roose¬ 
velt,  and  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt. 

The  city  of  New  York,  thus,  historically 
and  today  is  truly  one  of  the  first  cities, 
not  only  of  the  State  of  New  York  but  of 
the  United  States.  It  is  our  largest  city, 
and  its  size,  its  importance,  its  tremendous 
development,  and,  to  a  very  large  extent,  its 
history  is  dependent  and  inextricably  tied 
to  the  history  and  development  of  our  Na¬ 
tion. 

It  is  therefore  fitting  that  the  300th  anni¬ 
versary  of  the  foundation  of  this  great  city 
he  commemorated. 


The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  bill  is  open  to  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  to  commemorate 
the  300th  anniversary  of  the  foundation  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  there  shall  be  coined 
by  the  Director  of  the  Mint  not  to  exceed 
5  million  silver  50-cent  pieces  of  standard 
size,  weight,  and  fineness  and  of  a  special 
appropriate  design  to  be  fixed  by  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Mint,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury:  Provided,  That 
the  initial  number  of  such  pieces  shall  not 
be  less  than  200,000:  Provided,  That  the 
United  States  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  making  the  models  for  master  dies 
or  other  preparations  for  this  coinage. 

Sec.  2.  The  coins  herein  authorized  shall 
be  issued  at  pair,  and  only  upon  the  request 
of  the  Committee  for  New  York  City’s  Three 
Hundredth  Anniversary  Celebration. 


Sec.  3.  Such  coins  may  be  disposed  of  at 
par  or  at  a  premium  by  banks  or  trust  com¬ 
panies  selected  by  the  Committee  for  New 
York  City’s  Three  Hundredth  Anniversary 
Celebration,  and  all  proceeds  therefrom  shall 
be  used  for  the  purposes  of  such  committee 
in  connection  with  the  observance  of  said 
tercentennial. 

Sec.  4.  All  laws  now  in  force  relating  to 
the  subsidiary  silver  coins  of  the  United 
States  and  the  coining  or  striking  of  the 
same:  regulating  and  guarding  the  process 
of  coinage;  providing  for  the  purchase  of 
material,  and  for  the  transportation,  distri¬ 
bution,  and  redemption  of  the  coins;  for  the 
prevention  of  debasement  or  counterfeiting; 
for  security  of  the  coin;  or  for  any  other 
purposes,  whether  said  laws  are  penal  or 
otherwise,  shall,  so  far  as  applicable,  apply 
to  the  coinage  herein  directed. 

Sec.  5.  The  coins  authorized  herein  shall 
be  issued  in  such  numbers,  and  at  such 
times  as  shall  be  requested  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  for  New  York  City’s  Three  Hundredth 
Anniversary  Celebration  and  upon  payment 
to  the  United  States  of  the  face  value  of 
such  coins:  Provided,  That  none  of  such 
coins  shall  be  issued  after  the  expiration  of 
the  2-year  period  immediately  following  the 
enactment  of  this  act. 


VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  DR.  JOHN 
ZIGBDIS,  MEMBER  OF  THE  GREEK 
PARLIAMENT 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  my  colleague  [Mr.  Smathers] 
and  myself,  I  am  happy  to  announce  to 
the  Senate  that  we  have  as  a  guest  in 
the  Senate  Chamber,  Dr.  John  Zigbdis, 
a  member  of  the  Greek  Parliament  for 
4  years,  and  formerly  Minister  of  In¬ 
dustry  in  the  Greek  Cabinet. 

I  am  sure  that  our  colleagues  are 
happy  to  welcome  Dr.  Zigbdis  as  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  a  courageous  and  friendly 
nation,  and  I  hope  as  many  Members  as 
can  do  so  will  come  and  greet  him. 
[Applause.] 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
had  been  my  intention  to  move  that 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  Calendar  No.  730,  H.  R.  1917,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  coinage  of  50-cent  pieces  to 
commemorate  the  sesquicentennial  of 
the  Louisiana  Purchase;  but,  at  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  minority,  because  both  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Louisiana  are  at  present  ab¬ 
sent  from  the  floor,  I  shall  not  move  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  at  this  time. 
Instead,  I  shall  move  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  831,  S.  2643,  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended.  However,  as  soon  as  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Louisiana  enter  the  Chamber, 
I  shall  ask  that  the  agricultural  bill  be 
temporarily  laid  aside  so  that  the  Senate 
may  extend  the  same  courtesy  to  the 
Senators  from  Louisiana  with  respect  to 
the  coinage  bill  which  was  extended  to 
the  other  Senators  with  reference  to  the 
other  goinage  bills. 

^"MrTPresident,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
now  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  831,  Senate  bill  2643,  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended. 


January  12 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  clerk  will  state  the  bill  by 
title  for  the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
2643)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
motion  of  the  Senator  from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  Secretary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  a  quorum  call  be  rescinded, 
and  that  further  proceedings  under  the 
call  be  dispensed  with. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  or¬ 
dered. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
cotton-acreage  proposal  contained  in  the 
bill  does  not  alter  the  permanent  legis¬ 
lation  which  is  now  on  the  statute  books. 
All  through  the  bill,  as  it  comes  before 
the  Senate,  an  effort  is  made  to  provide 
temporary  legislation  for  the  1954  grow¬ 
ing  season.  If,  subsequently,  it  is  de¬ 
sired  to  make  changes,  that  can  be  done 
after  hearings  have  been  held  and  an 
opportunity  given  to  all  persons  to  be 
heard  upon  it.  That  is  why  a  great  many 
things  which  might  have  been  considered 
in  the  bill  have  been  postponed  for  sub¬ 
sequent  action. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  the  cot¬ 
ton  farmers  know  what  their  allocations 
for  1954  are  going  to  be  sufficiently  early 
so  that  they  may  make  their  plans  for 
their  planting. 

The  planting  season  for  cotton  varies 
greatly  among  the  States  now  receiving 
quotas  under  the  law.  There  are  States 
where  the  planting  will  start  early  in 
February  or  probably  late  in  January. 
There  are  other  States  which  do  not  need 
to  know  their  quotas  until  perhaps  March 
or  April,  but,  nonetheless,  if  the  bill  is 
to  pass,  it  should  be  passed  immediately 
and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  at  the 
earliest  possible  moment,  should  give  to 
the  States  an  opportunity  to  know  what 
their  quotas  are  going  to  be. 

The  bill  does  3  or  4  things.  It  starts 
by  providing  that  the  acreage  allotment, 
which  is  at  present  restricted  to  a  suffi¬ 
cient  number  of  acres  to  produce  10  mil¬ 
lion  bales  of  cotton,  which  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  has  determined  to  be 
17,910,000  acres,  may  be  increased  to  a 
minimum  of  21  million  acres.  That  is 
the  first  temporary  relief  which  the  bill 
provides. 

I  may  say  that  that  temporary  relief 
is  based  upon  the  fact  that  the  present 
acreage  is  somewhere  in  the  neighbor¬ 
hood  of  26  million.  It  might  normally 
come  down  to  18  million  acres  if  the 
10-million-bale  limitation  should  be  en¬ 
forced,  and  this  bill  is  a  halfway  step 
toward  what  the  final  limitation  would 
be.  It  gives  the  farmer  2  years  in  which 
to  adjust,  rather  than  a  single  year,  and 
for  that  reason  seems  to  be  desirable. 
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While  the  bill  does  not  exactly  follow 
the  recommendations  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  announced  some  time  ago,  it 
does  come  to  about  the  same  figure,  be¬ 
cause  he  said  he  would  make  a  recom¬ 
mendation  that  acreage  be  increased  to 
21  million  acres,  once  the  first  step  had 
been  taken. 

Then  the  bill  contains  a  provision  for 
some  hardship  acreage,  which  runs  to  a 
total  of  315,000  acres.  One-half  of  that 
has  been  allotted  to  the  States  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico,  and 
one-half  to  the  other  States,  excluding 
those  which  receive  minimum  allotments 
under  the  so-called  minimum  production 
plan.  For  example,  the  State  of  Nevada 
gets  a  minimum  allotment,  which  is  not 
necessarily  taken  care  of  by  this  special 
arrangement. 

There  is  an  additional  provision  that 
the  acreage  of  no  State  shall  be  cut  more 
than  34  percent.  That  applies  specific¬ 
ally  and  only  to  the  States  of  Arizona  and 
California.  Since  those  States  have  an 
irrigated  cotton  situation,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  cut  back  the  acreage  very 
rapidly.  Farmers,  perhaps  realizing  that 
there  were  no  quotas  last  year,  went 
ahead  and  planted  to  cotton  a  rather 
large  number  of  acres  during  1953. 
Some  of  that  acreage  is  within  old,  well- 
established  areas  that  would  get  quotas, 
but  when  farmers  have  gone  to  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  installing  pumps  and  various 
other  appliances  required  for  cotton 
farming  on  irrigated  land,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  cut  back  quotas  suddenly, 
though  it  was  felt  that  it  may  be  pos¬ 
sible  gradually  to  take  care  of  this  sit¬ 
uation.  So  there  is  special  consideration 
given  to  those  two  States  for  the  year 
1954  only. 

I  say  special  consideration  is  accorded 
to  those  two  States  for  the  year  1954 
only,  because  by  1955,  the  quota  which 
may  be  established  for  1955  will  take 
into  consideration  the  very  high  plant¬ 
ings  in  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia.  It  is  my  belief,  and  I  am  certain 
it  is  the  belief  of  others,  that  after  1954 
the  California  and  Arizona  situations 
will  be  taken  care  of  by  the  history  which 
those  States  have. 

The  allotments  are  made  to  the  other 
States  on  the  basis  of  their  history  for 
the  last  5  years.  Taking  into  considera¬ 
tion  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  those  States 
would  be  given  this  year  a  great  deal 
more  acreage  for  cotton  than  they  would 
otherwise  be  entitled  to  receive.  This 
temporary  adjustment  is  to  be  for  the 
sake  of  those  States  for  this  1  year. 

Those  are  the  three  main  provisions 
as  they  relate  to  cotton.  Undoubtedly 
there  will  be  questions  raised  with  re¬ 
spect  to  those  provisions. 

Two  subsequent  items  are  covered  in 
the  bill,  which  I  desire  to  mention  briefly 
before  returning  to  the  main  items  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  From  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  report  a  committee  amendment  to 
the  bill.  The  amendment  is  offered  by 
the  junior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
StennisI. 


The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  received,  printed,  and  will 
lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  sec¬ 
tion  2  also  contains  a  provision  which 
relates  to  cotton.  It  is  in  rather  general 
terms,  but  is  confined  to  a  given  area 
and  to  cotton  only.  It  relates  to  a  situa¬ 
tion  where  a  major  flood  control  reser¬ 
voir  has  been  constructed.  Obviously, 
it  would  not  be  fair  to  cover  by  reservoir 
such  a  cotton-producing  area  which  had 
brought  a  cotton-producing  history  to 
the  State,  and  which  could  be  used  sub¬ 
sequently  for  that  purpose,  and  not  allow 
land  somewhere  else  to  be  utilized  for 
the  production  of  cotton.  So  section  2 
is  simply  an  amendment  to  the  law  so  as 
to  permit  that  to  be  done. 

In  section  3  there  is  a  complete  change 
in  what  is  covered  by  section  334  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act.  When¬ 
ever,  after  investigation,  it  is  determined 
that  a  substantial  difference  exists  be¬ 
tween  the  usage  and  the  marketing  out¬ 
lets  of  certain  kinds  of  wheat,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  may  authorize  expansion  of  the 
acreage  devoted  to  such  wheat.  That  is 
illustrated  by  the  situation  with  relation 
to  durum  wheat. 

Durum  wheat  is  produced  in  three 
States  only,  namely,  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  and  Minnesota.  But  actually 
the  growing  of  durum  wheat  is  almost 
entirely  confined  to  the  State  of  North 
Dakota.  The  acreage  in  both  Minnesota 
and  South  Dakota  is  small.  At  present, 
there  is  not  sufficient  durum  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  in  the  United  States  to  take  care 
of  the  market  needs.  Manufacturers  of 
macaroni  and  products  of  that  nature 
need  and  require  the  production  of 
durum  wheat.  Present  limitations  are 
such  that  not  enough  durum  wheat  is 
being  produced,  and  the  price  of  such 
wheat  is  considerably  above  support  lim¬ 
its  and  the  market  price  of  other  types 
of  wheat. 

We  would  be  placing  ourselves  in  a 
ridiculous  position  if,  when  there  is  al¬ 
ready  a  scarcity  of  durum  wheat,  we 
should  continue  to  clamp  down  on  dur¬ 
um-wheat  acreage  and  impose  restric¬ 
tions  that  would  make  it  impossible  to 
grow  even  the  small  quantity  now  pro¬ 
duced. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,1  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield? 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Does  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  made  a  very  fine  statement 
for  the  wheat  amendment.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  would  permit  me  to  insert 
in  the  Record  several  telegrams  and  com¬ 
munications  I  have  received  from  the 
Farm  Bureau,  the  Farmers’  Union,  and 
other  organizations  and  individuals  on 
behalf  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  I  should  be 
very  happy  to  have  them  placed  in  the 
Record;  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  may  make  any  further  statement 
he  wishes  to  make  on  the  subject.  How¬ 
ever,  I  am  trying  to  assure  the  Senator 
that  the  provision  I  am  now  discussing 


relates  to  a  local  situation  only,  where, 
without  the  provision  in  the  bill,  we 
would  be  restricting  the  production  of  a 
commodity  already  in  short  supply.  It 
would  not  help  farm  production  gener¬ 
ally  to  be  doing  that  sort  of  thing.  By 
the  proposed  amendment,  we  would  be 
making  it  possible  to  increase  the  supply. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  There  is  presently  only 
a  40-percent  supply  of  durum  on  hand 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  macaroni 
makers. 

At  present,  durum  wheat  is  selling  for 
about  $4  a  bushel,  or  double  the  amount 
good  spring  wheat  is  bringing.  That  is 
due’almost  entirely  to  a  bad  rust  situa¬ 
tion.  Our  present  varieties  of  durum 
wheat  are  no  longer  resistant  to  a  new 
type  of  rust  known  as  15B,  and  until  we 
can  find  a  new  variety  of  rust-resistant 
durum,  we  shall  have  a  hard  time  pro¬ 
ducing  enough  durum  wheat  to  meet  our 
domestic  requirements.  I  think  it  would 
be  most  unfortunate  to  reduce  the  acre¬ 
age  of  durum  wheat  now,  when  we  ought 
to  be  increasing  it. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Without  objection,  the  material 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  material  is  as  follows: 

Amber  Milling  Division, 

Farmers  Union  Grain 
■  Terminal  Association, 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  December  24,  1953. 
To:  M.  W.  Thatcher. 

Re  1954  durum  acreage. 

The  present  durum  supply  is  so  inadequate 
it  is  necessary  for  the  durum  mills  to  grind 
a  mixture  of  50-percent  durum  and  50-per¬ 
cent  hard  wheats. 

in  spite  of  the  short  durum  supply  in  the 
United  States  and  in  other  countries,  under 
present  law  a  further  reduction  in  acreage 
will  be  forced  in  our  North  Dakota  durum 
territory.  We  believe  such  a  decrease  in  acre¬ 
age  is  against  the  public  interest,  as  well  as 
against  the  interest  of  the  durum  producer. 
It  is  desirable  to  have  a  1954  durum  acreage 
of  at  least  3  million  to  3.500.000  acres.  To 
get  this  acreage,  the  present  law  must  be 
amended.  We  believe  this  objective  can  be 
best  reached  by  removing  entirely  restric¬ 
tions  on  the  acreage  of  durum  in  the  main 
producing  counties  of  Pembina,  Cavalier, 
Towner,  Rolette,  Bottineau.  Walsh,  Ramsey, 
Benson,  Pierce,  Wells,  Eddy,  Foster,  Nelson, 
Ransom,  and  Sargent,  all  in  the  State  of 
North  Dakota. 

If  this  cannot  be  done,  then  each  durum 
grower’s  allotment  should  be  set  at  the 
highest  acreage  of  durum  wheat  he  planted 
in  any  one  of  the  last  5  years,  with  the 
allotment  in  no  case  to  be  less  than  his  1953 
durum  acreage. 

If  neither  of  the  above  methods  of  relief 
can  be  put  into  effect,  then  each  durum 
grower  should  have  as  his  allotment  his 
full  average  durum  wheat  acreage,  but  in 
no  case  should  his  allotment  be  less  than 
his  1953  acreage. 

If  restrictions  are  not  removed  on  durum 
acreage  in  the  above  mentioned  counties, 
the  durum  acreage  will  probably  be  greatly 
reduced  and  that  of  hard  wheat  increased, 
because  hard  wheat  is  regarded  as  a  surer 
crop.  Hard  wheat  is  in  plentiful  supply. 

Any  increase  in  durum  acreage  will  result 
in  a  corresponding  reduction  in  the  acreage 
of  hard  wheat,  barley  and  flax,  all  of  which 
are  in  plentiful  supply. 

We  believe  that  the  removal  of  restrictions 
on  durum  will  not  result  in  a  burdensome 
supply  of  durum,  for  the  following  reasons: 

1.  Without  restrictions,  the  acreage  of 
durum  wheat  has  exceeded  3,500,000  acres 
only  once  in  the  last  15  years  and  then  only 
slightly. 
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2.  Durum  Is  particularly  susceptible  to 
15-B  stem  rust  because  of  its  longer  growing 
season;  therefore,  many  growers  will  not 
plant  durum. 

3.  Durum  wheat  planted  on  summer  fal¬ 
low,  especially  fertilized  summer  fallow,  has 
been  hardest  hit  by  rust.  In  1954  more 
durum  will  be  seeded  on  second  year  and 
unfertilized  land,  which  will  result  in  low 
■yields  unless  the  season  is  exceptionally 
favorable. 

4.  By  the  time  another  durum  crop  is  har¬ 
vested,  the  pipelines  will  be  empty  both  as 
to  durum  and  durum  products. 

5.  There  has  been  a  steady  increase  in  con¬ 
sumption  of  macaroni  products  made  from 
durum  wheat,  both  per  capita,  and  in  total 
tonnage. 

6.  There  should  be  an  export  demand  for 
at  least  5  to  10  million  bushels.  Canada,  in 
the  past,  has  been  the  major  supplier  to  the 
export  market.  The  Canadian  acreage  has 
declined  year  after  year,  mainly  because 
durum  does  not  command  a  premium  there. 

7.  There  is  a  short  world  supply  of  durum. 
The  Swiss  Government  recently  issued  reg¬ 
ulations  requiring  the  mixing  of  hard  wheat 
with  durum  ground,  to  conserve  their  durum 
supplies. 

Other  wheats  do  not  produce  macaroni 
with  quality  equal  to  that  made  from  durum. 
Even  macaroni  made  from  the  50-50  blend, 
while  the  best  available,  is  of  unsatisfactory 
quality.  The  short  supply  of  durum  has 
resulted  in  very  high  prices,  and  the  cost 
of  macaroni  to  the  consumer  Is  the  highest 
in  history.  The  public,  therefore,  is  forced 
to  pay  high  prices  for  food  of  unsatisfactory 
quality.  This  condition  can  be  corrected 
only  by  an  adequate  supply  of  durum  wheat. 

Attached  hereto  are  durum  acreage  and 
production  statistics  since  1940. 

Yours  very  truly, 

D.  J.  Cook. 

Jule  Wafer. 


Production 

Harvested 

acres 

1935-39  average _ 

Millions  of 
bushels 
26.3 

Thousands 
2, 601 

1940 . . . . 

32.3 

3. 029 

1941  . . . . 

40.  7 

2, 524 
2,  109 

1942 . . . 

41.3 

1943  _ _ 

33.  6 

2.  078 

1944  . . 

29.  7 

2,057 

1945 . . . . 

32.8 

2.  004 

1946 _ _ _ _ 

35.8 

2,  453 

1947 _ _ 

44.3 

2,  948 
3, 187 

3,  525 
2,829 
2,  518 
2,  153 

1946. _ _ 

44.7 

1949. _ _ 

38.8 

19.50 . . . 

37.  2 

1951 _ _ _ 

34.8 

1952 _ _ 

21.4 

1953 . . . . 

13.4 

1,865 

DURUM  USE 

Mill  grind,  24  to  26  million  bushels;  cereal 
and  other  uses,  1  to  2  million  bushels;  seed, 
3*4  to  4  million  bushels;  export,  5  to  10 
million  bushels;  total,  33%  to  42  million 
bushels. 

Price  Supports — Excerpt  Prom  1954  Resolu¬ 
tions  of  North  Dakota  Farm  Bureau 

Since  our  1953  platform  was  approved  In 
November  1952,  there  have  been  no  efforts 
made  to  introduce  the  factor  of  quality  into 
the  support  program,  to  make  realistic  reduc¬ 
tions  in  production  of  basics  or  to  take  any 
other  realistic  steps  to  put  the  support  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  sounder  postion. 

Therefore  we  urge  Congress  to  enact  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  amendment  to  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  providing  for  a  minimum 
support  of  90  percent  of  parity  on  the  basic 
commodities. 

We  ask  that  this  extension  be  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  suitable  in  length  to  enable  proper  re¬ 
duction  of  national  wheat  acreages  and  of 
other  basic  acreages  where  surpluses  exist. 


We  will  accept  marketing  quotas  and  acre¬ 
age  restrictions  to  accomplish  this  goal  of 
matching  production  with  demand. 

With  shrinkage  of  the  present  wheat  sur¬ 
plus  we  ask  Congress  and  the  industry  to 
work  toward  our  common  goal  of  full  100 
percent  of  parity  income  in  the  marketplace. 

In  view  of  the  present  short  supply  of  good 
amber  durum  for  milling  purposes,  and  the 
necessity  of  increasing  that  supply  in  order 
that  the  industry  may  continue  to  manu¬ 
facture  high  quality  durum  wheat  products 
such  as  the  American  consuming  public  de¬ 
mands.  We,  the  members  of  the  Towner 
County  Crop  Improvement  Association,  do 
propose  that  wheat  acreage  allotments  for 
1954  be  increased  by  30  percent  for  any 
durum  grower  who  can  produce  evidence  of 
having  marketed  amber  durum  during  each 
of  the  past  3  years  and  will  seed  at  least  70 
percent  of  his  wheat  acres  to  amber  durum 
in  1954. 

Towner  County  Crop  Improvement 
Association, 

R.  E.  Pile,  President. 

Durum  Wheat — Excerpt  From  1954  Resolu¬ 
tions  of  North  Dakota  Farm  Bureau 

Our  own  industry,  particular  to  North  Da¬ 
kota,  in  which  we  supply  the  macaroni  in¬ 
dustry  with  durum  wheat,  is  in  serious 
trouble  due  to  a  combination  of  rust  and 
drouth. 

The  trouble  arises  from  an  inability  to 
supply  the  demand  and  this  can  result  in  a 
halt  in  the  growth  of  macaroni  consumption 
by  the  United  States  public.  Efforts  by 
the  industry  to  use  substitutes  have  failed. 

Therefore  we  ask  for  prompt  legislation 
by  Congress  to  permit  any  farmer  (with  a 
previous  durum  history  in  1951,  1952,  or 
1953)  who  plants  40  percent  of  his  1954 
allotted  wheat  acres  to  durum,  to  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  seed  to  durum  additional  acres 
to  bring  his  total  wheat  and  durum  acres 
up  to  his  total  farm  wheat  base  acreage. 

This  formula  will  apply  to  the  1954  crop 
year  only  and  does  not  apply  to  red  durum. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  January  8,  1954. 
Hon.  Milton  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Earnestly  request  your  support  amendment 
to  cotton  quota  bill  to  include  durum  wheat 
which  will  permit  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  to  exclude  durum  from  acreage  allot¬ 
ment.  Present  extreme  shortage  durum 
wheat  harms  consumers,  processors,  and  pro¬ 
ducers.  Acute  durum  wheat  shortage  cer¬ 
tain  to  prevail  for  many  years  even  without 
acreage  restrictions. 

F.  Peavey  Heffelfinger. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  January  6,  1954. 
Senator  Milton  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

The  durum  wheat  industry  is  in  a  critical 
condition  because  of  destructive  stem  rust 
epidemics  during  3  of  the  last  4  crop  seasons. 
Normal  annual  durum  grind  for  domestic 
consumption  in  the  United  States  requires  25 
million  bushels.  My  recent  survey  indicates 
less  than  10  million  bushels  millable  durum 
available  after  deducting  1954  seed  require¬ 
ments,  purchases  by  puffers  and  other  users. 
Macaroni  products  now  made  from  durum 
wheat  are  an  economical  and  important  part 
of  our  national  diet.  Durum  wheat  is  a 
specialized  crop  grown  to  produce  a  high 
quality  specific  product.  Durum  never 
should  have  ben  included  with  other  wheats 
under  the  acreage  allotment  program  for  it 
is  used  for  another  purpose  and  does  not 
compete  with  them  on  the  market.  In  addi¬ 
tion  it  is  in  short  supply  and  apt  to  remain 
in  that  condition  for  some  time,  even  if 
acreages  of  former  growers  were  unrestricted. 
The  reason  is  the  lack  of  resistant  varieties  of 


durum  to  race  15B  of  stem  rust.  Consumers, 
processors,  and  producers  are  seriously  af¬ 
fected  by  the  present  situation.  We  urge 
that  you  speed  action  to  correct  acreage 
allotment  restriction  on  durum  production 
in  present  durum  area. 

Donald  Fletcher, 

Secretary,  Rust  Prevention  Association. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  January  6,  1954. 
Senator  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Durum  is  a  specialty  crop.  The  1953  crop 
of  13  million  bushels  is  not  half  enough  to 
provide  the  consumers  demand  for  macaroni 
products.  There  will  be  no  carryover  in 
1954.  The  removal  of  durum  acreage  re¬ 
striction  for  durum  growers  should  help  to 
increase  the  1954  durum  supplies. 

Henry  O.  Putnam, 
Executive  Secretary,  Northwest  Crop 
Improvement  Association. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.,  January  6,  1954. 
Senator  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urgently  need  larger  amounts  durum 
wheat  for  milling  for  macaroni  trade.  Prior 
advent  durum  wheat  into  U.  S.  A.  nearly  all 
macaroni  products  were  imported.  Now 
domestic  macaroni  sales  exceed  $197  million 
annually.  Must  have  durum  wheat  to  pro¬ 
tect  this  business.  Urge  no  restrictions 
planting  durum  wheat  by  farmers  -with  his¬ 
torical  record  of  durum  growing  in  prior 
years. 

H.  H.  King  Flour  Mills,  Inc. 


St.  Paul,  Minn.,  January  5,  1954. 
Hon.  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.T 

Endorse  your  effort  secure  durum  exemp¬ 
tion  from  acreage  allotments  provided  con¬ 
fined  to  farms  having  recent  durum  acreage 
history  and  limited  to  average  acreage  un 
those  farms  seeded  to  durum  since  1950. 
Closing  market  today  No.  2  durum  58  to  59 
pounds,  11  percent  protein,  $3.74.  If  heavy 
No.  1  amber  durum  available  it  would  bring 
$4,  and  several  cars  1952  durum  have  sold 
for  over  $4  during  December.  Production  of 
14  million  bushels  this  year  satisfies  only 
40  percent  of  present  domestic  demand. 
Durum  acreage  has  receded  for  several  years 
with  result  that  1953  seeded  acreage  at  aver¬ 
age  yield  15  bushels  would  not  have  met 
demand.  Adulteration  of  semilina  flour  with 
Farina  has  resulted  distinctly  inferior  prod¬ 
uct.  Strongly  urge  regulations  be  tailored 
permit  North  Dakota  to  produce  require¬ 
ments  for  this  unique  and  easily  identifiable 
wheat. 

J.  W.  Haw. 

Palatine,  III.,  January  6, 1954. 
Senator  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Macaroni  manufacturers  and  durum  mil¬ 
lers  urge  every  consideration  be  given  relaxa¬ 
tion  of  wheat  quotas  on  durum  which  is  in 
very  short  supply.  Your  cooperation  with 
Agriculture  Committee  will  be  most  appre¬ 
ciated. 

Robert  M.  Green, 

Secretary,  National  Macaroni  Manu¬ 
facturers  Association. 


St.  Paul,  Minn.,  January  7,  1954. 
Hon.  Milton  R.  Young, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

The  durum  milling  industry  Is  faced  with 
a  critical  shortage  of  durum  wheat.  Our 
normal  durum  grind  is  24  to  26  million 
bushels  annually.  Production  of  millable 
durum  this  year  was  less  than  half  that 
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amount.  Carryover  from  previous  crops  was 
very  small.  There  will  toe  no  carryover  to 
next  crop. 

The  semolina  and  durum  flours  ground 
from  durum  wheat  are  required  by  the  man¬ 
ufacturers  of  macaroni  and  noodles  for  the 
manufacture  of  high-quality  products.  An 
adequate  supply  of  durum  wheat  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  maintain  the  quality  of  these  im¬ 
portant  foods  and  to  permit  consumers  to 
purchase  them  at  reasonable  prices. 

Because  90  percent  of  all  milling  durum 
production  is  in  the  "durum  triangle”  of 
North  Dakota,  our  industry  and  the  maca¬ 
roni  industry  and  the  American  consumer 
are  entirely  dependent  upon  the  farmers  of 
that  territory  for  durum  supplies.  Since 
durum  wheat  is  in  critically  short  supply 
rather  than  in  a  surplus  position,  durum 
wheat  acreage  in  the  durum  triangle  of 
North  Dakota  should  be  excluded  from  the 
acreage  allotment  program.  We  urge,  in  the 
interest  of  consumers,  producers,  and  proc¬ 
essors,  that  you  seek  exclusion  of  durum 
wheat  from  acreage  allotment  restrictions 
in  the  durum  territory. 

Jule  M.  Waber, 

Chairman,  Durum  Committee ,  Mil¬ 
lers’  National  Federation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  agree  completely 
with  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 
For  that  reason,  although  the  committee 
tried  to  restrict  the  bill  and  to  make  it 
an  emergency  measure  affecting  cotton, 
we  felt  this  matter  ought  to  be  dealt  with 
now,  so  that  the  farmers,  in  planning 
their  spring  plantings,  could  make  sure 
of  large  plantings  of  durum  wheat. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  May  I  ask  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  if  it  is  true,  even 
with  the  acreage  of  21,315,000  acres 
which  will  be  allowed  under  the  bill,  that 
it  will  result  in  the  withdrawal  from  cul¬ 
tivation  of  about  4  million  acres  pres¬ 
ently  devoted  to  the  production  of 
cotton? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  it  will  result 
in  a  reduction  of  about  four  or  five  mil¬ 
lion  acres  now  planted  in  cotton.  If  the 
experience  of  the  1949  law  can  be  used 
as  a  guide,  it  might  result  in  a  still  fur¬ 
ther  reduction  in  acreage.  That  is  im¬ 
possible,  to  predict.  However,  Congress 
passed  a  law  in  1949,  and  then  subse¬ 
quently  amended  it  in  1950  to  cover 
hardship  cases.  The  hardship  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  permitted  about  21,- 
708,000  acres  of  cotton.  I  do  not  exactly 
guarantee  that  figure,  but  it  is  close. 
There  was  a  planting  of  21,600,000  acres 
of  cotton.  Actually,  the  farmers  har¬ 
vested  only  about  18  million  acres  of  cot¬ 
ton,  because  of  a  great  deal  of  so-called 
cutting  back  of  cotton  quotas,  after  sev¬ 
eral  years  when  cotton  had  not  been 
under  quotas. 

We  do  not  have  exactly  the  same  situ¬ 
ation  at  present,  but  we  have  very  much 
the  same  situation.  This  allotment  of 
21,370,000  acres  could  result  in  the  plant¬ 
ing  of  perhaps  only  nineteen  or  twenty 
million  acres  of  cotton. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  I  may  ask  a  fur¬ 
ther  question  of  the  Senator,  are  any 
restrictions  placed  in  the  bill  on  the  uses 
to  which  the  land  thus  withdrawn  from 
the  production  of  cotton  will  be  devoted? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  There  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  discussion  on  that 
point,  and  suggestions  have  been  made 


that  a  law  should  be  passed  strictly  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  disposition  of  this  acreage. 
That  comes  under  the  head  of  perma¬ 
nent  legislation,  and  we  would  have  been 
here  a  very  long  time  if  we  had  tried  to 
enact  such  legislation. 

A  very  fine  farm  organization,  with 
which  the  Senator  is  familiar,  has  rec¬ 
ommended  that  all  acres  diverted  from 
the  production  of  crops,  such  as  wheat, 
corn,  and  cotton,  that  may  be  taken  out 
of  production  because  of  acreage  limita¬ 
tions,  should  not  be  allowed  to  be  put 
into  certain  other  types  of  crops,  such 
as  soybeans,  in  which  the  Senator’s  State 
is  very  much  intersted.  That  farm  or¬ 
ganization  has  recommended  that  those 
acres  be  used  to  restore  fertility  to  the 
soil;  that  the  farmer  be  required  to  plant 
crops  which  will  increase  the  fertility  of 
the  land  and  then  plow  those  crops  un¬ 
der.  However,  it  would  be  a  very  drastic 
remedy  to  be  prescribed  until  we  can 
ascertain  what  it  will  mean  State  by 
State. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  possible  that 
in  improving  the  condition  of  the  cotton 
farmers  by  restriction  of  the  acreage, 
with  a  consequent  higher  unit  price  than 
would  otherwise  be  obtained,  and  a  total 
higher  gross  income,  nevertheless,  by  di¬ 
verting  acreage  to  other  crops  we  would 
worsen  conditions  in  other  sections  of 
the  country? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  say  to  the  able 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  that  always  is 
a  consideration  which  is  present  in  these 
limitation-of -acreage  bills.  I  will  say, 
however,  that  when  acreage  limitations 
were  put  into  effect  in  1950  they  did  not 
result  in  the  dislocation  of  all  or  any 
large  segments  of  American  agriculture. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  same  reasoning 
would  apply  to  wheat  or  corn,  would 
it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  same  question 
was  not  raised  when  the  wheat  bills  were 
under  discussion.  The  Senator  did  not 
raise  the  question  then. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  may  say  that  in 
the  case  of  wheat  and  corn  we  had  in 
mind  the  fact  that  a  great  deal  of  pas¬ 
ture  land  in  States  such  as  Ohio,  Indiana, 
Illinois,  and  Iowa  had  been  ripped  up 
during  the  war.  The  wheat  and  corn 
bills  gave  the  farmers  opportunity  to  put 
that  land  back  into  pasture.  It  is  a  fine 
soil  conservation  practice,  but  to  encour¬ 
age  it  is  one  thing  and  to  require  it  is 
quite  something  else.  Many  times,  while 
it  is  encouraged,  there  is  no  requirement 
to  do  it  by  proper  legislation. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  that  I  was  not  proposing  any 
provision  as  to  cotton  which  should  not 
apply  to  other  crops,  but  this  is  the  first 
of  the  farm  bills  we  are  to  consider,  and 
we  are  going  to  have  the  same  problem 
in  connection  with  future  farm  bills, 
namely,  what  is  to  be  done  with  the 
acreage  which  will  be  withdrawn  from 
cultivation  in  supporting  crops  on  which 
marketing  quotas  and  acreage  restric¬ 
tions  have  been  imposed?  It  seems  to 
me  it  is  important  to  settle  this  question 


from,  the  beginning,  rather  than  to  make 
no  limitations  on  certain  crops,  or  to  in¬ 
troduce  a  system  for  corn  and  wheat 
which  is  different  from  the  system  in  the 
bills  which  provide  for  cotton. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  like  to  say, 
in  reply,  that  we  are  all  desirous  of  en¬ 
acting  appropriate  temporary  legisla¬ 
tion  which  deals  with  the  farm  problem, 
but  I  do  not  think  it  is  possible  to  an¬ 
swer,  and  I  think  we  will  get  into  serious 
trouble  if  we  try  to  answer  every  one  of 
these  questions  immediately  and  try  to 
handle  the  complete  farm  program  as  a 
whole. 

When  the  wheat  acreage  bill  comes  up, 
I  shall  be  in  favor  of  giving  some  tem¬ 
porary  relief.  I  introduced  some  bills 
on  the  subject,  and  pointed  out  that  it 
was  not  necessary  to  plant  or  harvest  a 
single  kernel  of  wheat  in  1954  to  take 
care  of  our  domestic  needs.  The  same 
thought  applies  to  cotton  and  other 
crops.  I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  trying  to  work  out  a  permanent 
program  for  handling  acres  diverted 
from  excess  crops,  but  I  do  not  think  the 
enactment  of  temporary  legislation  is 
the  way  to  handle  it. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  If  I  may  reply  to  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  he  said  we  should 
adopt  the  proposed  program  as  a  be¬ 
ginning.  This  is  not  the  beginning.  We 
have  passed  a  wheat  bill  which  provided 
for  acreage  reduction,  and  under  which 
acres  diverted  from  wheat  are  already 
planted  to  oats,  rye,  barley,  and  other 
grain  crops. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
in  my  opinion  the  question  of  dealing 
with  diverted  acreages  is  one  of  the  most 
serious  problems  of  the  entire  farm  pro¬ 
gram,  so  serious  that  in  the  President’s 
message  on  agriculture  yesterday  he 
called  special  attention  to  it,  and  indi¬ 
cated  what  the  25  million  acres  diverted 
this  year  from  cotton  and  wheat  should 
be  planted  to.  I  noticed  that  the  Presi¬ 
dent  estimated  that  3  million  acres  could 
be  planted  to  soy  beans,  which  would 
have  a  very  definite  effect  on  the  State 
of  Illinois. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Very  much  so.  Soy 
beans  are  an  important  crop  in  Illinois 
and  we  will  be  injured  if  erstwhile  cotton 
acreage  is  turned  to  soy  beans. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  acreage  diverted 
from  wheat  undoubtedly  will  be  planted 
to  oats,  barley,  and  a  good  many  other 
similar  crops,  which  will  nullify  the 
effect  of  acreage  allotments  on  corn. 

The  situation  is  such  that  if  we  are  to 
continue  the  practice  of  controlling  acre¬ 
age  which  can  be  planted  to  certain 
crops,  we  most  certainly  will  have  to 
find  some  means  of  controlling  the  acre¬ 
age  taken  out  of  such  crop  production. 

As  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has 
said,  we  would  be  engaged  in  discus¬ 
sion  for  a  long  time  if  we  undertook  to 
do  that  through  a  temporary  relief 
measure;  and  the  pending  bill  is  a  re¬ 
lief  measure.  The  Senator  from  New 
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Mexico  [Mr.  AnbersonI,  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye], 
as  many  of  our  colleagues  know,  com¬ 
prise  the  subcommittee  which  has  been 
working  on  the  cotton-acreage  problem 
for  the  last  8  or  9  months.  They  did 
not  get  anywhere  with  its  last  summer, 
and,  as  Senators  recall,  after  Congress 
adjourned  the  rains  came  and  several 
million  more  bales  of  cotton  were  pro¬ 
duced  than  we  expected  there  would  be 
when  Congress  adjourned  in  August. 
The  Senators  from  the  other  cotton¬ 
growing  States,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  the  Senator  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Hoey],  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  Johnston], 
the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland], 
and  the  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Kuchel],  although  he  was  not  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  committee,  have  all  worked 
diligently  in  an  attempt  to  agree  on  as 
fair  a  bill  as  possible.  No  one  claims  the 
pending  bill  is  a  perfect  measure.  Any 
Senator  from  a  cotton-growing  State  can 
find  something  to  object  to  in  it.  He  can 
probably  point  out  something  in  the  bill 
that  is  unfair  to  his  State.  But  time  is 
of  the  essence.  What  would  result  under 
the  bill  as  a  whole  would  be  much  better 
for  the  cotton  growers  than  the  situation 
was  before  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  the  Senator  from 
Mississipp  [Mr.  Eastland],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel], 
and  others  undertook  to  do  something 
about  it. 

In  the  main,  the  pending  measure  is 
a  1-year  bill,  and  I  hope  it  may  be  passed 
in  such  shape  that  it  can  become  law 
and  afford  genuine  relief  to  the  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  of  small  cotton 
farmers  in  all  the  States  where  cotton 
is  produced. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  am  happy 
he  mentioned  the  very  hard  work  done 
by  both  the  senior  and  junior  Senators 
from  Mississippi,  the  Senator  from 
Florida,  the  Senator  from  California, 
and  the  Senators  from  Texas.  All  these 
Senators  have  been  trying  hard  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  measure  which  can  be  passed  and 
which  will  afford  a  degree  of  assistance 
at  the  earliest  possible  moment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  appreciate  the  dif¬ 
ficulties  under  which  the  committee  has 
been  working,  and  I,  too,  am  grateful 
for  their  energy  and  devotion  in  seeking 
to  meet  the  situation.  But  the  question 
as  to  what  should  be  done  with  the  acre¬ 
age  taken  out  of  cultivation  is  an 
extremely  important  one. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes,  if  the  Senator 
will  wait  a  moment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
merely  desire  to  answer  the  question  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and  to  explain 
something  along  the  line  of  his  question. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
should  like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  that  if  legislation  such  as  that 


now  proposed  is  not  enacted,  there  will 
not  only  be  a  reduction  to  21,600,000  or 
21,700,000  bales,  but  there  will  be  a  reduc¬ 
tion  to  17,900,000  bales.  In  that  event 
the  Senator  from  Hlinois  would  be  com¬ 
plaining  a  great  deal,  I  believe,  about  the 
diversion  of  so  many  acres — many  more, 
I  believe,  than  would  be  diverted  under 
this  particular  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes,  Mr.  President; 
I  wanted  to  say  the  same  thing  a  moment 
ago  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois.  I  was 
looking  to  the  Senator  from  Arizona  and 
the  Senator  from  California;  and  I  was 
realizing  that  if  the  original  allocation 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
had  gone  into  effect,  the  acreage  in 
California  would  have  dropped  from  ap¬ 
proximately  1,406,000  acres  to  approxi¬ 
mately  700,000;  and  the  acreage  in 
Arizona  would  have  dropped  from  ap¬ 
proximately  660,000  or  630,000  acres  to 
approximately  300,000.  Those  700,000 
eliminated  acres  in  California  and  300,- 
000  eliminated  acres  in  Arizona  consist  of 
irrigated  land  that  is  extremely  produc¬ 
tive,  could  go  into  the  production  of  other 
crops;  and  if  that  much  of  a  change  were 
made  quickly,  it  would  tend  to  destroy 
certain  other  segments  of  our  agricul¬ 
tural  economy. 

For  example,  at  one  time  the  State  of 
California  had  to  reduce  sharply  its  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  and  go  into  the  production  of 
tomatoes;  and  as  a  result,  for  a  long 
time  the  Department  of  Agriculture  was 
purchasing  great  quantities  of  tomatoes. 

Similarly,  there  could  be  an  enormous 
increase  in  the  production  of  potatoes,  as 
occurred  some  time  ago,  and  thus  cause 
great  difficulty  to  the  potato  producers  of 
Maine,  Idaho,  and  many  other  States. 

So  the  problem  is  a  very  large  one.  We 
are  trying  to  reduce  it  a  little.  However, 
it  would  be  much  worse  to  proceed  in  the 
way  the  Senator  from  Illinois  suggested 
as  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
has  pointed  out. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
correctly  understand  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  still  proceeding? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  If  he  will  yield  to 
me,  let  me  say  that  what  he  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  are  saying 
is,  “If  we  do  not  pass  this  bill,  conditions 
will  be  worse.” 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Exactly. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  But  the  real  ques¬ 
tion,  however,  is  whether  we  cannot 
make  this  bill  better  by  providing  for  a 
better  use  of  the  acreage  which  is  taken 
out  from  the  production  of  cotton. 

I  should  like  to  suggest,  for  consider¬ 
ation  at  least,  that  there  be  included  in 
the  bill  an  amendment  to  provide  that 
the  acreage  withdrawn  from  cultivation 
shall  be  devoted  to  soil-building  pur¬ 
poses,  whether  by  the  planting  of  le¬ 
gumes  which  are  nitrogen  fixing  or  by 
devoting  the  acreage  to  pasturage,  or 
by  other  methods. 

I  say  very  frankly  that  by  means  of 
this  present  measure  we  shall  be  estab¬ 
lishing  a  precedent  which  may  very  well 
continue  in  other  agricultural  bills.  If 
we  withdraw  4  million  acres  from  the 
production  of  cotton,  and  if  later  other 
acreages  are  withdrawn  from  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  other  crops,  and  if  such  with¬ 
drawn  acreage  is  devoted  to  the  grow- 


January  12 

ing  of  vegetables,  or  soybeans,  or  other 
crops,  we  shall  merely  be  transferring 
the  problem  from  one  group  of  farmers 
to  another  group  of  farmers. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  soil  of  the 
Nation  needs  to  be  built  up,  what  objec¬ 
tion  is  there  to  providing  that  the  acre¬ 
age  thus  withdrawn  shall  be  devoted  to 
soil-building  purposes? 

That  is  the  proposal  of  the  President 
in  his  farm  message  of  yesterday.  I 
think  this  would  be  an  excellent  time 
for  us  to  evidence  a  little  cooperation 
with  the  administration. 

So  I  offer  this  amendment  as  one 
which  is  submitted  in  the  hope,  at  least, 
that  our  friends  across  the  aisle  will  rise 
to  its  support. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  will  yield  further  to  me - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  should  like  to  answer  the  suggestion  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  by’ saying  that 
we  had  to  take  into  consideration  a 
great  many  of  the  small  farmers. 
When  we  consider  the  fact  that  39,145 
farms  in  South  Carolina  plant  less  than 
5  acres  to  cotton,  and  that  in  my  State 
only  845  farms  plant  more  than  99  acres 
to  cotton,  we  realize  that  if  all  those 
farmers  are  forced  to  engage  in  soil¬ 
building  practices  and  soil  conservation 
or  soil  preservation  instead  of  the  grow¬ 
ing  of  cotton,  we  would  penalize  and 
hurt  very  badly  a  great  many  of  the 
small  farmers. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS  and  other  Senators 
addressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  briefly,  first, 
to  the  Senator  from  Illinois;  and  then 
I  shall  yield  to  others  of  my  colleagues. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  not  object  to  a  classification  sys¬ 
tem  which  would  provide  that  farms  of 
less  than  a  given  number  of  acres  should 
not  be  made  subject  to  the  amendment 
I  suggest,  but  that  in  the  case  of  farms 
of  more  than  the  given  acreage  the 
amendment  would  apply.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  proposed  amendment  em¬ 
bodies  a  proposal  which  might  well  be 
considered. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  now  to  the 
Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
may  be  permitted  to  do  so,  I  should  like 
to  commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  for  preserving  and  protecting  the 
cotton  acreage  in  Kansas.  I  notice  that 
previously  88  acres  in  Kansas  were 
planted  to  cotton,  and  that  now  we  are 
to  be  allowed  to  have  80  acres  planted 
to  cotton.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Of  course,  Mr. 
President,  the  time  may  come  when  cot¬ 
ton  will  become  an  important  crop  in 
Kansas. 

I  yield  now  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Kuchel]. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  make  a  very  brief  statement. 

As  a  result  of  the  allocations  which 
were  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  under  the  present  law,  I  believe 
it  is  the  unanimous  opinion  of  all  indi¬ 
viduals  familiar  with  conditions  in  the 
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States  in  the  Cotton  Belt  and  the  South¬ 
west  that  an  emergency  situation  has 
been  created,  and  that  if  the  cotton  pro¬ 
duction  of  those  States  is  to  receive  any 
assistance  whatsoever  from  this  Con¬ 
gress,  it  is  necessary  that  Congress  pass 
a  law  in  the  nature  of  an  emergency 
measure,  and  do  so  now.  I  believe  it  is 
agreed  that  we  need  to  pass  such  a  law 
now. 

I  do  not  think  any  comment  need  be 
made  regarding  the  merits  or  demerits 
of  the  suggestion  made  by  the  able  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois;  but  if  it  is  true  that 
there  is  an  emergency — and  I  believe 
people  generally  concede  that  there  is 
one — then  we  are  faced  with  an  emer¬ 
gency  piece  of  proposed  legislation  which 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  compromise,  and 
which  should  not  be  the  vehicle  for  any 
such  recommendations  as  those  just 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Illinois,  no 
matter  how  potentially  meritorious  those 
recommendations  may  be. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Florida? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

'  Mr.  HOT  I  AND.  I  should  like  to  com¬ 
mend  very  strongly  the  subcommittee 
which  has  worked  out  this  measure  in 
the  main,  and  which  is  entitled,  I  believe, 
to  great  credit.  I  should  also  like  to 
invite  the  attention  of  all  Senators  pres¬ 
ent,  including  the  able  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  to  the  table  on 
page  3  of  the  committee  report,  which 
shows,  with  reference  to  my  own  State, 
the  highly  critical  condition  now  exist¬ 
ing,  and  which  must  be  corrected  by  early 
action  or  else  not  be  corrected  at  all, 
because  the  planting  in  my  State  will 
have  to  take  place  within  the  next  3  or 
4  weeks,  at  the  latest. 

My  colleagues  will  note  that  the  plant¬ 
ing  in  the  State  of  Florida — and  while 
Florida  is  not  a  large  factor  in  the  cotton 
industry,  yet,  to  each  individual  there 
who  is  engaged  in  producing  cotton,  it 
is  a  very  important  matter — last  year 
was  71,000  acres,  whereas  the  recent 
allocation  or  allotment  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  under  existing  law 
allows  our  State  only  33,122  acres,  or 
less  than  half  the  acreage  planted  last 
year. 

If  the  remedial  action  proposed  to  be 
taken  by  means  of  this  bill  is  not  taken 
speedily,  so  far  as  we  in  Florida  are  con¬ 
cerned,  there  will  be  no  purpose  in  tak¬ 
ing  it  at  all,  because  our  cotton  has  to 
be  planted  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

The  second  point  I  should  like  to 
make — and  again,  I  hope  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  is  following  this  discussion — 
is  that  in  the  State  of  Florida,  at  least, 
most  of  the  acreage  of  cotton  is  pro¬ 
duced  by  tenant  farmers,  and  it  is  gen¬ 
erally  produced  on  small  acreage;  fre¬ 
quently  3  or  4  or  5  acres  will  be  the 
average  planting.  Both  because  it  is  a 
tenant-farmer  operation  and  because  it 
is  such  a  small  operation,  it  is  obvious 
that  any  attempt  to  write  on  the  floor 
legislation  which  would  force  conserva¬ 


tion  practices  in  that  kind  of  situation 
would  be  bound  to  be  hurtful,  rather 
than  helpful. 

I  desire  to  assure  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois  that  I  join  him  in 
the  feeling  that  the  permanent  legisla¬ 
tion  which  should  be  enacted  must  deal 
with  the  important  question  he  has  men¬ 
tioned.  I  felt  so  last  year  when  we 
handled  the  emergency  wheat  problem, 
which,  by  the  way,  reduced  the  wheat 
acreage  from  78,500,000  to  62,000,000; 
and  that  reduction  was  so  great  as  to 
make  it  of  vastly  greater  consequence 
than  anything  that  is  provided  for  in 
the  measure  now  before  the  Senate. 

But  it  would  still  seem  obvious  that 
without  extensive  hearings  which  would 
take  into  consideration  the  differences 
in  soil  and  in  conservation  practices  and 
the  differences  in  landowner  operations, 
tenant  operations,  and  the  like,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  bring  forth  any  sound 
legislative  proposal  in  these  fields. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  has  made  a  very  fine  suggestion,  in 
which  I  join  him,  with  respect  to  a  per¬ 
manent  program.  I  shall  insist,  with 
him,  that  something  be  done  to  make 
sure  that  when,  under  permanent  legis¬ 
lation,  we  reduce  an  important  acreage 
we  shall  not  aggravate  the  problems  of 
producers  of  other  products. 

Nevertheless,  I  hope  that  he  will  not 
insist  upon  any  amendment  to  this  bill, 
because,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  it 
is  an  emergency  measure  which  must  be 
passed  at  once.  It  could  not  be  passed 
if  it  were  to  have  added  to  it  on  the  floor 
a  poorly  considered  conservation-prac¬ 
tice  amendment. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  this  is  much  needed  emer¬ 
gency  legislation.  In  considering  this 
question  the  committee  tried  to  iron  out 
the  features  which  might  stir  up  too 
much  controversy,  in  order  that,  when 
the  measure  reached  the  floor  of  the 
Senate,  it  could  be  passed.  We  all  re¬ 
alize  that  it  is  not  perfect  by  any  means. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  on  December 
15,  1953,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
called  for  a  vote  upon  acreage  control. 
At  that  time  in  South  Carolina  98  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cotton  farmers  voted  for  it. 
They  did  so  in  the  expectation  that  the 
Congress  would  make  some  adjustments 
in  the  legislation  which  are  badly  needed 
by  the  cotton  farmers  of  my  State.  The 
same  is  true  of  the  cotton  farmers  of 
other  States. 

Senate  bill  2643  makes  some  adjust¬ 
ments,  but  they  fit  mainly  the  irrigation 
sections  of  the  Western  States.  Further¬ 
more,  they  take  away  a  share  of  the 
cotton  market  from  the  farmers  of  my 
State  and  place  it  in  the  hands  of  giant 
cotton  factories  in  States  where  per 
capita  farm  income  is  already  among 
the  highest  in  the  Nation. 

I  went  along  with  this  bill  in  commit¬ 
tee  in  the  interest  of  harmony.  How¬ 
ever,  it  must  not  be  considered  as  a 
precedent  for  legislating  economic  ad¬ 
vantage  from  one  area  to  another. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
the  fact  that  of  90,811  farms  with  cotton 
allotments  in  1950,  39,145  had  5  acres  or 
less.  Of  51,666  remaining,  only  845  had 
allotments  of  99  acres  or  more. 


Mr.  President,  I  believe  it  must  be 
agreed  that  the  13,470  farms  on  which 
cotton  was  grown  in  California,  New 
Mexico,  and  Arizona  are  faced  with  less 
drastic  hardship  from  necessary  cotton 
reduction  than  are  the  farmers  of  South 
Carolina,  many  of  whom  are  finding  it 
most  difficult  to  keep  going  financially  in 
the  face  of  the  increased  prices  which 
farmers  must  pay  for  the  things  they 
must  buy. 

There  are  several  changes  in  the  law 
which  are  not  embodied  in  Senate  bill 
2643,  but  which  are  badly  needed  as  the 
law  affects  the  southeastern  cotton  grow¬ 
ers.  I  shall  not  offer  any  amendments 
at  this  particular  time,  but  I  ask  that 
they  be  printed  in  the  Record.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  they  are  embodied 
in  House  bill  6665,  which  passed  the 
House  of  Representatives.  They  should 
be  included  before  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion  becomes  law. 

Mr.  President,  I  send  to  the  desk  the 
various  amendments  to  which  I  have 
referred.  I  do  not  ask  that  they  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  this  time,  but  I  ask  that  they 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point 
as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ments  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Perman.ent-Type  Amendments  to  Section 

344,  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  op 

1938,  as  Amended,  Which  Should  Be  Added 

to  Senate  Bill  2643 

Sec.  5.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  further 
amended  as  follows: 

(a)  The  proviso  in  section  344  (e)  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1938  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  before  the  period  at  the  end  thereof 
a  comma  and  following:  "or  to  correct  in¬ 
equities  in  farm  allotments  and  to  prevent 
hardship.” 

(Explanation:  Sec.  344  (e)  provides  that 
not  to  exceed  10  percent  of  the  State  acre¬ 
age  allotment  (15  percent  in  Oklahoma) 
may  be  set  up  in  a  State  reserve.  The  use 
of  this  acreage  is  now  limited  to  making 
adjustments  in  county  allotments  for  trends 
in  acreage,  abnormal  conditions  affecting 
plantings,  or  for  small  or  new  farms.  By 
adding  the  words  "to  correct  inequities  in 
farm  allotments  and  to  prevent  hardships,” 
to  this  section,  the  State  committee  will 
then  have  the  additional  latitude  needed  to 
place  acres  where  they  can  do  the  most  good. 
As  the  law  is  now  written,  unless  a  farm 
falls  in  one  of  the  specified  categories,  it  is 
ineligible  to  receive  help  from  the  State 
reserve.) 

(b)  Section  344  (f)  (3)  is  amended  by 

striking  out  the  colon  before  the  word  "pro¬ 
vided”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma 
and  adding  “or  in  making  adjustments  in 
farm  acreage  allotments  to  correct  inequities 
and  to  prevent  hardships.’’ 

(Explanation:  Sec.  344  (f)  (3)  deals 

with  use  of  the  county  reserve  acreage.  The 
proposed  amendment  would  liberalize  the 
use  of  such  reserves,  thereby  helping  to  pre¬ 
vent  hardships  at  the  farm  level.)  , 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection,  and 
beginning  in  1955  and  continuing  therefrom, 
of  the  county  committee  recommends  such 
action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that 
such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  county  allotment  among 
farms  in  the  county,  or  among  farms  in  ad¬ 
ministrative  areas,  the  county  acreage  allot¬ 
ment,  or  that  of  administrative  areas,  less  the 
acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this 
subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on 
which  cotton  has  been  planted  in  any  1  of 
the  3  years  immediately  preceding  the  year 
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for  which  such  allotment  Is  determined,  on 
the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  during  such  3-year  period.  If  the 
acreage  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the 
farms  of  the  county  or  administrative  area, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph,  the  acreage  reserved  under  para¬ 
graph  (3)  of  this  subsection  may  be  used  to 
make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allot¬ 
ments  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms 
receiving  allotments  under  this  paragraph  in 
relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in  paragraph 
(3). 

(Explanation:  This  provision  would  give 
county  committees  the  authority  to  select 
the  method  that  will  more  nearly  fit  local 
conditions  in  distributing  acreage  from  the 
county  level  to  the  farm.  The  law  as  now 
written  provides  that  acreage  will  be  distrib¬ 
uted  to  farms  on  a  percentage  of  cropland 
factor  basis.  This  provision  will  allow  the 
county  committees,  in  1955  and  thereafter, 
to  either  distribute  acreage  allotments  on 
either  a  percentage  of  cropland  factor  basis 
or  an  individual  farm  history  basis.  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  2643  makes  this  provision  for  1954 
only,  however,  so  it  is  important  that  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  made  for  such  an  optional 
feature  on  a  long-term  basis.  The  individual 
farm  history  method  of  distributing  acreage 


to  the  farm  level  will,  in  most  instances,  more 
nearly  fit  the  needs  of  the  Southeastern 
States.  However,  the  percentage  of  cropland 
factor  method  more  nearly  fits  the  farm  pat¬ 
tern  in  other  areas.  By  giving  county  com¬ 
mitteemen  the  authority  to  select  the  method 
of  distribution,  local  requirements  will  more 
nearly  be  met.) 

(d)  In  determining  the  national  acreage 
allotment  for  cotton  for  1955  and  thereafter, 
the  Secretary  shall  give  due  consideration 
to  acreage  normally  underplanted  and  aban¬ 
doned. 

(Explanation:  This  provision  will  allow  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  take  into  con¬ 
sideration  normal  rates  of  abandonment  and 
underplantings  in  setting  the  level  of  al¬ 
lotment  for  any  particular  year.  The  pres¬ 
ent  law,  section  344  (a),  states:  “The  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment  for  cotton  shall  be 
that  acreage,  based  upon  the  national  aver¬ 
age  yield  per  acre  of  cotton  for  the  5  years 
immediately  preceding  the  calendar  year  in 
which  the  national  marketing  quota  is  pro¬ 
claimed,  required  to  make  available  from 
such  crop  an  amount  of  cotton  equal  to  the 
national  marketing  quota.”  Section  342 
states  that  the  national  marketing  quota 
shall  not  be  less  than  10  million  bales  or 
1  million  bales  less  than  the  estimated  do- 
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mestic  consumption  plus  exports,  which¬ 
ever  is  smaller.  For  1954,  the  marketing 
quota  would  therefore  be  10  million  bales. 
The  5-year  rate  of  abandonment  is  2(4  per¬ 
cent.  In  1953,  the  rate  of  abandonment  was 
3.7  percent.  In  1950,  the  last  year  of  allot¬ 
ments,  underplantings  amounted  to  nearly 
15  percent.  Had  the  Secretary  been  able 
to  take  these  facts  into  consideration,  he 
could  have  set  a  national  allotment  in  the 
neighborhood  of  19(4  or  20  million  acres. 
The  Solicitor  ruled,  however,  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  did  not  have  the  authority  to  take 
these  facts  into  consideration.) 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  table  showing 
allocation  of  State  acreage  allotments 
for  cotton  under  the  provisions  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  2643.  This  table  is  a  corrected 
copy  of  the  table  contained  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report,  which  failed  to  show  Ne¬ 
vada’s  full  allotment  of  2,289  acres  with 
the  error  of  289  acres  being  distributed 
to  other  States. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  table 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


Proposed  State  allotments  for  1954  upland  cotton  and  related  data 


State 


Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Illinois _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Nevada _ 

New  Mexico _ 

North  Carolina _ 

Oklahoma _ 

South  Carolina _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ _ 

Virginia _ 

United  States. 


1952  planted 
acreage  1 2 

0) 

1953  acreage 
in  cultiva¬ 
tion  July  1 

(2) 

1954  State 
acreage 
allotments 
17,910,448 

(3) 

State  shares 
of  national 
allotment,  of 

21 ,000,000 
acres  1 

(4) 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

1,605, 000 

1,  630,  000 

1,139,121 

1,335,690 

627,  000 

643, 500 

288,  223 

337, 958 

2,  040, 000 

2, 112,000 1 

1,  562, 684 

1, 8.32;  343 

1,418,800 

1,381,600 

607.  806 

818,  220 

50,  800 

71,000 

33, 122 

38. 837 

1,479,930 

1, 387, 000 

1,  005, 862 

1, 179, 436 

2,  750 

2,  400 

&  4,  000  ' 

5  4,  000 

35 

'6  80 

5  80 

10,  500 

10,500 

9,136 

10,  713 

900, 000 

954,000 

634,  906 

744,  466 

2, 435, 000 

2,  554,  000 

1,759,  641 

2,063.288 

525,  000 

570,  000 

391,396 

458,  936 

1,950 

2,  000 

*  2,  2X9 

6  2,  289 

288,000 

301,  200 

167,  243 

196, 102 

765, 000 

781,000 

628',  638 

619,860 

1.310,000 

1,0.58,000 

929,  202 

1,089,  547 

1, 160,000 

1. 181,000 

786, 006 

921,640 

865,  000 

959,  000 

575,  891 

675,  268 

12, 287,  965 

9, 656,  400 

7, 376,  858 

8,  649, 817 

27, 000 

30,000 

18,344 

21,510 

27,  805,  730 

25,  284, 600 

17,  910,  448 

21, 000, 000 

State  adjustments  on  basis 
of  5-year  average  3 


157,500 

(5) 


Acres 

10,711 


14, 693 


311 
9, 458 


86 
5,970 
16,  545 
3,  681 


4,  971 
8,736 
7, 390 
5,415 
69,  361 
172 


157,  500 


157,500 

(6) 


Acres 


39, 362 
"95, '298 


22,840 


157,  500 


State  acreage 
added  by 
reason  of 
66  percent 
provision  3 

(7) 


Acres 


36,  495 
'22,879 


59,  374 


State  acreage 
added  by 
reason  of 
15  percent 
provision 

(8) 


Acres 


4,968 


4,968 


Proposed 
State  acreage 
allotments 


(9) 


Acres 
1, 346,  401 
413,815 
1, 847, 036 
936, 397 
44, 116 
1, 188, 894 
‘  4,  000 
3  80 
10,  799 
750,  436 
2, 079,  833 
462,  617 
2,289 
218,  942 
624,831 
1, 098,  283 
929, 030 
680,  683 
8, 719, 178 
21,  682 


21, 379, 342 


1  Acreage  in  cultivation  July  1,  plus  abandonment  prior  to  July  as  estimated  by 
the  Crop  Reporting  Board,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

2  Apportioned  to  States  on  basis  of  acreages  Jused  in  establishing  allotments  shown 
in  col.  (3). 

3  157,500  acres  apportioned  to  California,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico  on  basis  of 
their  5-year  base  one  to  the  other.  157,500  acres  apportioned  to  remaining  States 
(except  Nevada,  Kansas,  and  Illinois)  on  basis  of  their  5-year  base  one  to  the  other. 


1  Minimum  State  allotments.  Public  Law  272,  81st  Cong. 

3  Acreage  required  to  increase  State  acreage  allotment  to  not  less  than  66  percent 
of  the  1952  planted  acreage. 

Prepared  by:  Cotton  Division,  Commodity  Stabilization  Service,  USDA. 


Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
join  in  what  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston]  has  just  said.  This  is  an 
emergency  bill.  It  should  not  and  will 
not  establish  a  precedent  for  the  legis¬ 
lation  of  economic  advantage  from  one 
section  of  the  country  to  the  other.  I 
believe  that  the  South — and  I  am  frank 
to  say  that  that  is  where  my  main  in¬ 
terest  lies — would  receive  a  considerable 
advantage  from  this  bill. 

In  the  State  of  Mississippi  there  are 
18  counties  which  did  not  have  a  suffi¬ 
cient  cotton  allotment  to  give  the  little 
5-acre  farmer  the  minimum  allotment 
to  which  he  was  entitled.  In  50  coun¬ 
ties  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  there 
were  a  great  many  farmers  whose  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  was  reduced  50,  60,  70,  80, 


or  90  percent.  I  know  of  one  man,  at 
one  time  editor  of  a  farm  publication, 
who  in  1953  had  300  measured  acres  in 
cotton.  His  acreage  allotment  for  1954 
was  40  acres.  There  are  thousands  of 
instances  in  the  State  similar  to  the 
case  of  a  man  at  Utica,  Miss.,  who  had 
280  acres  in  cotton  last  year,  and  re¬ 
ceived  an  acreage  allotment  of  67  acres 
for  the  next  year.  He  would  have  to 
turn  his  tenants  out.  They  have  a  right 
to  make  a  living. 

The  purpose  of  the  pending  bill  is  fun¬ 
damentally  to  remove  such  hardships 
and  inequities,  so  that  people  can  make 
a  living  in  the  production  of  cotton.  The 
bill  provides  that  the  acreage  shall  go 
to  the  State  on  the  basis  of  cotton  pro¬ 
ducing  history,  and  that  the  State  com¬ 
mittee  shall  have  the  first  call  on  that 


acreage,  to  build  up  to  65  percent  each 
farmer  who  has  been  reduced  below  that 
figure  for  the  past  3  years  of  his  average 
planting.  I  think  it  is  a  very  wholesome 
measure. 

In  Mississippi  we  will  get  approxi¬ 
mately  320,000  acres.  It  will  require 
150,000  acres  to  build  up  the  allotments 
of  farmers  whose  allotments  have  been 
reduced,  to  65  percent  of  the  average  of 
their  past  3  years  planting. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  amendment 
submitted  by  my  colleague  [Mr.  Sten- 
nis]  and  myself,  the  next  call  on  each 
State’s  additional  acreage  will  be  used 
to  build  up  to  5  acres  the  allotment  of 
the  5-acre  farmer  who  did  not  secure 
sufficient  acreage  to  give  him  the  ex¬ 
emption  to  which  the  law  declared  he 
was  entitled.  In  Mississippi  that  would 
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require,  roughly,  11,500  acres.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  there  would  be  more  than  100,- 
000  acres  for  general  distribution  to  the 
farmers  of  the  State. 

I  think  the  bill  would  do  a  great 
amount  of  good.  It  would  prevent  the 
bankruptcy  of  thousands  of  farmers  in 
the  hill  area  of  the  State  of  Mississippi. 
While  I  do  not  go  along  with  the  idea  of 
legislating  economic  advantage  from 
one  section  of  the  country  to  the  other, 
I  was  willing  to  support  this  proposal  in 
order  to  relieve  hardships  in  the  case  of 
thousands  of  growers  in  my  own  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Am  I  correct  in  under¬ 
standing  the  distinguished  Senator  to 
say  that  under  the  increased  allotment 
provided  in  the  bill  it  would  be  possible, 
in  the  State  of  Mississippi,  to  give  the 
farmers  in  the  State  sufficient  additional 
acreage  so  that  they  would  all  have  65 
percent  of  their  3-year  average? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  not  feel 
that  there  should  be  provision  in  the  bill 
to  do  the  same  for  other  historic  cotton 
producing  States? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  It  is  a  question  of 
what  has  been  learned  from  history. 
With  respect  to  the  State  of  Oklahoma, 
which  is  so  ably  represented  in  part  by 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma,  the  figures  show  that  last 
year  Oklahoma  harvested  993,000  acres 
of  cotton.  In  1954  Oklahoma  gets  an 
allotment  of  1,098,000  acres  of  cotton. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  aware  of 
the  fact  that,  on  the  one  hand,  a  part 
of  it  cannot  be  used,  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  State  would  have  to  have  an 
additional  allotment  of  approximately 
25,000  acres  over  and  above  what  it  will 
receive  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  in 
order  for  the  same  situation  to  prevail 
in  Oklahoma  as  my  good  friend  has  in¬ 
dicated  will  prevail  in  his  State? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  do  not  know  the 
facts  about  Oklahoma;  but  I  know  that 
if  there  is  an  allotment,  it  can  certainly 
be  used.  Oklahoma  secures  an  allot¬ 
ment  roughly  100,000  acres  greater  than 
the  acreage  on  which  it  harvested  cotton 
last  year. 

Mr.  KERR.  Of  course  the  Senator  is 
aware  of  the  terrific  drought  in  Okla¬ 
homa  in  1953,  which  prevented  the  har¬ 
vesting  of  many  acres  of  cotton  which 
had  been  allotted  and  planted. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes;  I  know  about 
the  drought.  I  also  know  there  was  a 
drought  in  Mississippi,  and  I  believe 
there  was  a  drought  in  most  of  the  other 
Southern  States.  The  point  is,  even 
though  they  all  suffered  droughts,  all  of 
them  have  taken  terrific  reductions. 
Nevertheless  the  Senator’s  State  gets  an 
increase  of  100,000  acres. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  desire  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  my  good  friend  from 
Mississippi  for  his  statement.  I  am 
happy  that  the  great  State  of  Mississippi 
is  faring  as  well  as  it  is  under  the  bill, 
because  I  would  be  just  as  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  State  of  Mississippi  as  I  am 
in  the  State  of  Oklahoma. 


Mr.  EASTLAND.  Certainly  we  are 
also  interested  in  the  State  of  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  However,  I  have  the  feel¬ 
ing  that  there  is  just  as  much  reason  why 
the  bill  should  contain  a  provision  which 
would  permit  the  farmers  of  Oklahoma 
to  have  the  two-thirds  of  the  3-year 
average,  as  there  is  for  the  other  States. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Every  State  has 
earned  its  allotment  on  the  basis  of  his¬ 
tory.  Every  Southern  State  stands  on 
the  same  footing.  Mississippi  earned  its 
acreage  by  planting  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  am  not  objecting  to  Mis¬ 
sissippi’s  allotment.  I  am  merely  asking 
that  Oklahoma  be  as  well  off  as  is  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  on  the  basis  of  the  individual 
farmer. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Historically  that  is 
the  case. 

Mr.  KERR.  It  might  appear  so  from 
what  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  stated  and  believes  to  be 
the  fact.  However,  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  individual  allotments  which  have 
been  made  to  the  farmers  and  which 
will  be  followed  under  the  bill  if  enacted 
into  law,  it  does  not  work  out  that  way. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  There  are  three 
States  which  certainly  should  have  no 
complaint  under  the  bill.  One  of  the 
States  is  Oklahoma.  Another  is  Arkan¬ 
sas,  which  last  year  harvested  1,849,000 
acres  of  cotton.  Under  the  pending  bill 
Arkansas  would  be  allotted  1,847,000 
acres,  which  is  a  reduction  of  2,000  acres. 
The  remaining  State  is  Missouri,  which 
last  year  harvested  494,000  acres.  In 
1954  it  would  get  an  allotment  of  462,000 
acres. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  taking  the  position  that  the  al¬ 
lotment  for  this  year  is  based  solely  upon 
the  amount  of  acreage  the  farmers  were 
able  to  harvest  in  1953? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  No;  I  am  not  taking 
that  position.  It  is  based  on  history.  It 
is  based  on  what  the  States  earned  under 
the  formula  contained  in  the  pending 
bill.  There  is  one  exception.  It  is  the 
provision  that  no  State  shall  be  reduced 
more  than  34  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understand.  However, 
there  is  a  further  provision  contained  in 
the  bill  which,  as  I  understand,  would 
give  to  the  individual  farmer  an  amount 
equal  to  two-thirds  of  his  3-year  average. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes;  if  the  acreage 
for  the  State  will  justify  it;  that  is,  if 
the  State  has  earned  sufficient  acreage 
to  justify  its  being  done.  In  such  a  case 
the  gadget  is  effective. 

Mr.  KERR.  My  good  friend  from 
Mississippi  bases  his  statement  on  the 
record  of  1953,  which  was  adversely  af¬ 
fected  by  one  of  the  worst  droughts 
Oklahoma  has  experienced,  instead  of 
the  3-year  average,  which  is  the  basis  of 
the  allocation  to  the  individual  farmer. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  If  Oklahoma  is  en¬ 
titled  to  more  acreage  under  the  formula, 
Mississippi  is  also  entitled  to  more  acre¬ 
age,  as  is  Alabama,  Georgia,  and  South 
Carolina. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  shall  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  give  additional  acreage 
to  Mississippi  and  Oklahoma  and 
Georgia  and  Alabama. 
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Mr.  EASTLAND.  If  the  Senator  does 
so,  it  will  probably  result  in  a  veto  of 
the  bill.  When  we  were  meeting  with 
representatives  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  we  were  given  to  understand 
that  the  proposed  agreement  is  one 
which  the  administration  will  approve. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  appreciate  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  point  of  view,  but  so  far  as  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  is  concerned,  he 
shall  try  to  have  enacted  a  bill  which 
will  take  care  of  the  situation  in  Okla¬ 
homa,  even  though  the  bill  may  be  ve¬ 
toed  by  both  California  and  the  White 
House. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  that;  but  I  do  know  that 
Oklahoma  fares  as  well  under  this  bill 
as  does  any  other  southern  State. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  the  fact  that  on  July  1,  1953, 
according  to  the  Bureau  of  Agricultural 
Economics,  which  is  the  only  authority 
we  have  on  the  subject,  Oklahoma  had 
1,158,000  acres  of  cotton  in  cultivation. 
Under  this  bill  it  gets  1,098,283  acres. 
Perhaps  that  is  not  as  much  acreage  as 
Oklahoma  would  like  to  have,  but  it  is 
fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  what 
all  the  other  States  had. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DANIEL.  The  junior  Senator 
from  Texas  would  like  to  associate  him¬ 
self  with  the  remarks  made  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Carolina  [Mr.  John¬ 
ston].  I  wish  to  congratulate  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson] 
and  the  committee  on  the  bill  which 
they  have  brought  to  the  Senate.  At  the 
same  time  I  wish  to  state,  as  has  been 
stated  by  the  Senators  from  South  Caro¬ 
lina  and  Mississippi,  that  there  are  some 
provisions  in  the  bill  which  we  in  Texas 
do  not  like.  We  hope  the  conference 
committee  can  make  some  improvements 
in  it  relating  to  the  distribution  within 
States  and  counties.  However,  because 
it  is  an  emergency  measure,  and  because 
of  the  fact  that  it  has  added  to  the  total 
allotment  in  our  State  approximately 
1,300,000  acres,  I  believe  it  to  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  Senate  to  enact  the 
bill  and  then  permit  the  matters  in  dis¬ 
agreement  to  be  worked  out  in  confer¬ 
ence.  The  junior  Senator  from  Texas 
will  support  the  pending  legislation,  and 
he  congratulates  the  committee  on  the 
fine  work  it  has  done. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  like  to 
say  that  I  had  hoped  to  mention  the 
concluding  sections  of  the  bills  and  then 
to  have  statements  by  other  Senators 
follow.  It  is  difficult  to  yield  back  and 
forth  during  a  discussion  of  the  bill. 
However,  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my  friend 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  should  like  to 
comment  on  one  statement  made  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland].  According  to  the  report  of 
the  committee,  on  July  1  the  acreage 
planted  in  Arkansas  during  1953  was 
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2,112,000  acres.  Under  the  bill  the  al¬ 
lotment  to  Arkansas  would  be  1,847,000 
acres. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes;  but  Arkansas 
harvested  1,849,000  acres;  as  did  Okla¬ 
homa.  ...  .  4. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  agree  with  what 

the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr] 
said  with  reference  to  our  having  suf¬ 
fered  the  misfortune  of  a  severe  drought. 
The  Senator  from  Mississippi  and  other 
Senators  have  apparently  made  special 
dispensation  for  the  benefit  of  the  Far 
West.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  what  the  justification 
for  it  is.  What  is  the  justification  for 
the  two  different  gadgets  in  the  bill,  giv¬ 
ing  added  acreage  to  his  own  State  and 
to  his  neighbors,  Arizona  and  California. 
In  other  words,  why  is  not  the  bill  based 
on  the  history  of  cotton  production  in  all 
the  States?  Why  did  not  the  committee 
merely  provide  that  the  acreage  which 
has  been  stated  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  being  permitted — and 
there  is  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
the  interpretation — is  hereby  raised  to 
21  million  acres,  and  the  distribution 
would  be  followed  upon  the  basis  of 
history? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  can  give  only  my 
own  answer  to  the  Senator’s  question, 
and  I  shall  not  presume  to  speak  for 
the  States  of  Arizona  and  California. 
If  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  wishes  to 
take  Public  Law  272,  which  was  Senate 
bill  1962,  as  introduced  by  me  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  in  1949,  and  which  became  the  law 
of  the  land,  and  will  follow  its  provisions 
exactly  in  the  1954  growing  season,  I 
would  support  him,  and  so  would  the 
farmers  in  my  State.  It  would  mean  a 
reduction  in  the  production  of  cotton 
this  year  by  approximately  2  y2  million 
bales,  and  would  give  an  opportunity  for 
quotas  to  be  taken  off  by  the  end  of  1955, 
and  possibly  by  the  end  of  1954. 

A  strict  application  of  that  law  would 
very  substantially  reduce  the  amount  of 
cotton  produced  in  a  single  year.  The 
Western  States  expand  very  rapidly  in 
their  cotton  production,  because  they 
have  a  very  easy  way  of  producing  it. 
They  have  good,  flat,  level  land  and  are 
able  to  use  cottonpickers  and  four-row 
cultivators  and  many  other  devices,  so 
that  the  acreage  expands  rapidly  in  those 
areas. 

But  it  was  felt  that  the  reduction  was 
too  great.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
went  to  the  conference  of  southern  Gov¬ 
ernors  and  said  he  would  recommend 
that  the  national  acreage  be  increased 
to  approximately  21  million  acres.  We 
felt  that  a  bill  which  took  a  recognition 
of  the  factor  of  growth  in  those  western 
areas  was  not  an  improper  bill.  The 
original  bill,  introduced  by  the  Senator 
from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel]  provided 
that  no  cut  should  be  more  than  25  per¬ 
cent.  That  matter  went  to  a  conference 
of  cotton-producing  States  and  an  at¬ 
tempt  was  made  to  reach  a  compromise. 
It  was  not  agreed  to  at  Fort  Worth, 
and  it  went  before  a  meeting  of  the 
American  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 
where  a  compromise  was  suggested  that 
no  cut  would  be  more  than  27  V2  percent. 
All  but  two  States  seemed  well  satisfied 
with  the  maximum  of  27*4  percent. 


The  percentage  mentioned  did  not  ap¬ 
ply  to  New  Mexico  because  it  has  re¬ 
duced  its  acreage  as  the  Secretary  re¬ 
quested. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  All  the  other 
States  did  that. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  were  efforts 
made  to  compromise  it  again,  and  a  fig¬ 
ure  of  29  y2  percent  was  suggested.  That 
was  provided,  I  believe,  in  the  House 
bill.  The  maximum  cut  that  could  be 
made  in  any  State  was  29  *4  percent. 
Here  the  maximum  cut  is  34  percent, 
which  we  thought  was  a  very  reasonable 
and  fair  adjustment  of  the  situation. 

All  I  say  is  that  if  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation  should  be.  killed,  no  State  would 
be  allowed  to  produce  more  than  the 
amount  of  cotton  which  is  required  to 
make  10  million  bales.  I  think  approxi¬ 
mately  17  million  acres  is  more  than 
sufficient  to  produce  10  million  bales.  I 
have  never  questioned  it,  but  if  the  na¬ 
tional  acreage  were  cut  down  to  17,910,- 
000  acres  only  for  1954,  my  State  would 
be  highly  pleased. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  ap¬ 
parently  did  not  understand  me.  I  was 
not  making  the  point  that  it  should  not 
be  21  million  acres,  although  I  think 
there  is  doubt  that  that  much  is  re¬ 
quired.  I  am  asking  why  California  and 
Arizona  are  given  special  consideration. 
They  are  given  a  far  greater  participa¬ 
tion  than  are  the  other  States.  I  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator  to  intimate  a  moment 
ago  that  there  were  some  special  factors 
making  it  difficult  to  reduce  acreage  in 
California.  I  want  the  Senator  to  ex¬ 
plain  why.  I  do  not  understand  why  it 
is  more  difficult  for  California  to  reduce 
acreage  than  it  is  for  Arkansas  and  Mis¬ 
sissippi  to  reduce  acreage. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  are  getting  into 
questions  that  I  did  not  think  we  would 
get  into. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  the  most  knowledgeable 
man  with  reference  to  agriculture  in  the 
Senate.  If  he  cannot  answer  my  ques¬ 
tion,  no  one  else  can. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  A  piece  of  land  in 
California  on  which  water  has  not 
previously  been  put  can  be  irrigated  so 
that  cotton  can  be  grown  upon  it.  Cot¬ 
ton  can  be  grown  with  an  expenditure 
of  2VZ  acre-feet  of  water,  whereas  alfalfa 
may  require  3  or  4  acre-feet  of  water. 
To  cultivate  alfalfa  instead  of  cotton  it 
is  necessary  to  redesign  the  pumps, 
change  the  capacity  of  the  concrete 
ditches,  and  change  the  rapidity  with 
which  the  water  flows  across  the  land. 
The  cultivation  of  alfalfa  is  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  cultivation  of  cotton. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  With  reference  to 
cotton,  the  expenditures  are  made  on  a 
basis  wholly  different  from  those  made 
in  connection  with  some  other  crop. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  situation  in  ir¬ 
rigated  areas  is  wholly  different  from 
that  in  the  rain  belt.  The  question  of 
the  size  of  the  pump  is  involved,  where 
it  should  be  installed,  and  how  rapidly 
the  water  should  flow  down  the  ditches 
and  onto  the  land.  So  it  is  a  much  more 
expensive  proposition,  it  requires  a 
very  greatly  increased  initial  invest¬ 
ment.  In  the  opinion  of  the  farmers, 
it  is  a  very  hazardous  thing.  One  of  the 
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reasons  why  I  think  the  western  farm¬ 
ers  are  entitled  to  special  consideration 
is  that  if  cotton  quotas  had  been  pro¬ 
claimed  for  1953  as  the  supply  situation 
seemed  to  require,  many  of  these  in¬ 
vestments  would  not  have  been  made. 
They  were  made,  and  it  is  pretty  serious 
to  impair  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  As  soon  as  I  have 
concluded  with  the  question  asked  by 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  That  brings  up  a 
question  which  I  think  the  Senate  ought 
to  know  about.  There  is  an  implication 
from  the  Senator’s  remarks  that  there  is 
hardship  on  the  farmers,  as  he  calls 
them.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  largest 
operators  in  California  and  Arizona  are 
not  farmers  in  the  sense  of  farmers  in 
my  State,  but  are  huge  corporations?  Is 
it  not  a  fact  that  a  special  tax  dispensa¬ 
tion  was  given  to  those  corporations  for 
the  very  purpose  for  which  we  are  now 
proposing  to  reimburse  them  with  extra 
acreage?  Were  they  not  given  special 
tax  dispensations,  and  is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  and  its 
subsidiary,  the  Western  Cotton  Oil  Co., 
have  certificates  of  $15,791,000  for  the 
purpose  of  recompensing  them  for  at 
least  a  part  of  the  expenditures  which 
the  Senator  has  mentioned?  Is  not  that 
true? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  it  is  not 
true. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  in  the  record, 
I  believe. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  familiar 
with  the  situation  except  to  the  extent 
that  I  have  been  on  the  ranch  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  which  was  purchased  by  the 
Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  I  do  not  know 
anything  about  the  tax  amortization. 
The  only  tax  amortization  which  they 
could  get  would  be  for  the  construction 
of  gins  or  compresses  to  take  care  of  the 
cotton  production  of  all  California  farms, 
not  only  their  own. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Can  the  Senator 
tell  me  how  many  acres  the  Anderson- 
Clayton  Co.  and  its  subsidiaries  have? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  I  cannot.  At 
one  time  I  saw  a  news  story  in  California 
identifying  me  as  a  partner  of  Will  Clay¬ 
ton.  I  am  deeply  regretful  that  that 
rumor  is  not  correct.  I  do  not  know 
anything  about  their  income.  I  only 
wish  I  £ad  half  of  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  did  not  see  the 
statement  to  which  the  Senator  has 
referred,  but  I  certainly  had  no  intention 
of  leaving  any  such  impression.  I  have 
in  my  hand  data  which  I  believe  to  be 
correct  and  which  I  shall  offer  for  the 
record  a  little  later  on,  showing  that 
there  was  not  a  single  tax  dispensation 
made  in  any  State  east  of  the  Mississippi 
River;  at  least,  not  in  my  State.  The 
only  States  given  such  special  treatment 
were  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  California, 
and  Texas.  The  certification  was  for  a 
total  amount  of  more  than  $30  million. 

I  am  not  making  an  attack  on  New 
Mexico.  All  I  am  trying  to  bring  out  is 
the  fact  that  there  is  no  reason  to  give 
special  treatment  to  California  and 
Arizona,  which  are  the  principal  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  this  bill.  I  am  not  complain- 
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ing  about  the  21  million  acres.  T  see  no 
justification  at  all  for  the  special  treat¬ 
ment.  They  were  given  special  tax 
treatment  for  added  expenditures  they 
made.  Not  only  were  they  compensated 
in  that  way,  but  we  all  know  they  have 
had  extremely  profitable  operations  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  3  years.  We  have  only  to 
look  at  the  Anderson-Clayton  stock  on 
the  stock  exchange  to  see  how  it  has 
gyrated. 

In  the  State  of  California  there  are 
only  8,000  farmers  who  produce  cotton, 
as  compared  with  100,000  in  the  State  of 
Arkansas.  Yet,  as  the  figures  clearly 
indicate,  $30  million  dispensations,  $30 
million  tax  certificates,  were  issued,  and 
$15,791,000  were  to  this  one  great  cor¬ 
poration. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Every  nickel  of 
that  is  for  amortization  on  cotton  gins 
and  cotton  processing,  and  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  business  of  farming.  Not 
a  nickel  of  it  went  to  a  farmer  in  the 
State  of  California. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  farmers  in 
the  Arkansas  delta  would  not  agree  that 
cotton  ginning  has  nothing  to  do  with 
cotton  farming.  I  think  the  Senate 
ought  to  be  told  how  many  acres  in  the 
States  receiving  special  consideration  are 
going  to  the  large  corporations,  because 
Congress  legislates  not  simply  for  busi¬ 
ness.  It  must  take  into  consideration  all 
those  who  are  engaged  in  this  industry. 
If  it  is  only  a  question  of  the  amount  of 
cotton  which  should  be  grown,  I  suppose 
we  ought  to  abolish  all  the  poor  fanners 
in  the  South.  But  that  has  not  been  the 
purpose  of  such  legislation  in  the  past. 
I  do  not  see  any  justification  for  the 
special  acreage  allotment  to  the  3  West¬ 
ern  States  which  are  involved  in  2  of  the 
gadets  in  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  yield? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  the  theory  of  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  to  be  that  the  normal  economic 
development  which  has  taken  place  in 
various  areas  of  the  country  should  be 
interfered  with  by  Government  action? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No,  indeed.  The 
Senator  from  California  completely  mis¬ 
understands  my  point.  My  point  is  that 
a  bill  was  agreed  to  by  the  people  of  the 
Senator’s  State  and  the  people  of  other 
States,  setting  up  a  formula  for  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  cotton  planting.  That  was  done 
in  1950,  and  it  is  proposed  to  do  it  again, 
but  now  it  is  desired  to  change  the  for¬ 
mula.  I  see  no  reason  why  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  to  change  the  formula.  We  have 
already  had  interference  with  normal 
cotton  growing  under  the  provisions  of 
the  old  bill.  All  I  am  complaining  about 
is  that  in  so-called  emergency  legisla¬ 
tion,  which  we  have  before  us  so  sud¬ 
denly,  it  is  necessary  to  proceed  to 
change  the  formula. 

The  only  fair  way  to  proceed  is  to  use 
exactly  the  same  basis  for  allocating 
acreage,  in  this  case  perhaps  21  million 
acres,  as  was  provided  in  the  previous 
law,  on  which  our  cotton-producing  his¬ 
tory  was  built.  Now  it  is  proposed  to 
change  the  basis  in  so-called  emergency 


legislation.  I  can  see  no  justification  for 
special  treatment  being  given  to  3  States, 
especially  to  2  of  those  States.  I  agree 
that  the  State  of  New  Mexico  gets  a  very, 
very  small  bite  under  this  proposal.  The 
greater  part,  of  course,  goes  to  Arizona 
and  California.  I  do  not  see  any  reason 
for  it.  If  there  is  economic  justification, 
or  any  other  justification,  under  the 
basic  history  of  the  last  5  years,  in  due 
course  those  States  will  get  the  benefits 
for  what  they  planted  in  1953. 

What  is  sought  to  be  done  by  this  bill 
is  to  step  up  the  benefits  and  to  give  spe¬ 
cial  privilege.  I  do  not  see  the  justifica¬ 
tion  for  it.  Certainly  there  is  no  jus¬ 
tification  from  a  humanitarian  point  of 
view,  the  point  of  view  of  trying  to  help 
people.  The  principal  beneficiaries  ob¬ 
viously  are  huge  corporations  which 
have  gone  into  those  States,  and,  be¬ 
cause  of  their  tremendous  financial  ca¬ 
pacity,  have  been  able  to  bring  this  acre¬ 
age  up  from  under  600,000  acres  in  1950 
to  1,400,00  acres.  Compare  that  with  the 
acreage  in  the  other  States. 

Who  is  it  that  is  making  the  largest 
contribution  to  the  tremendous  surplus 
which  is  worrying  everyone?  It  is  the 
same  States  who  are  the  beneficiaries 
of  these  special  gadgets.  I  see  no 
reason  to  grant  special  privilege  to  in¬ 
crease  acreage  for  their  benefit  by  the 
terms  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  presume  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas  knows 
that  the  State  of  California  is  taking  a 
most  substantial  cut  under  the  whole 
plan. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Not  according  to 
the  historical  basis,  but  only  when  we 
consider  the  production  of  last  year, 
which  is  not  the  basis  of  the  legislation 
on  which  we  have  been  proceeding  for 
several  years.  In  other  words,  by  this 
bill  we  are  changing  the  basic  rules. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  are  not  chang¬ 
ing  a  single  basic  rule.  We  are  altering 
for  1954  only  the  pattern,  but  the  basic 
law  will  remain  the  same.  That  is  one 
thing  we  are  trying  to  preserve. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  In  view  of  the  question 
raised  by  the  Senator  from  Arkansas, 
does  not  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
believe  it  would  be  a  good  idea  to  place 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  the  letter 
addressed  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  under  date  of  December  14, 
1953,  setting  forth  the  Secretary’s  rea¬ 
sons  for  believing  an  increase  of  3  mil¬ 
lion  acres  planted  in  cotton  would  be 
highly  desirable? 

I  may  say  further  that  the  bill  was 
written  as  it  is  because  the  committee 
believed  that  a  reduction  of  more  than 
34  percent  in  cotton  acreage  in  1  year 
would  be  injurious  to  a  number  of  States, 
and  no  less  injurious  to  California,  New 
Mexico,  and  Arizona  than  it  would  be  to 
South  Carolina,  Arkansas,  Texas,  or  any 
other  State. 

Speaking  of  special  privilege,  I  may 
further  point  out  that  there  was  an  area, 
including  virtually  all  the  State  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  portions  of  the  Panhandle  of 
Texas,  some  of  Arkansas,  and  possibly 
portions  of  New  Mexico,  although  I  do 


not  believe  there  was  much  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  where  in  1951  there  was  a  heavy 
abandonment  of  acreage  of  winter  wheat, 
and  thousands  upon  thousands  of  acres 
abandoned  to  wheat  were  planted  to 
cotton.  Now  we  come  to  a  year  when  we 
have  acreage  allocations  for  both  wheat 
and  cotton.  Certain  areas  are  privileged 
to  count  the  same  acres  twice  in  figuring 
their  allotments  for  both  wheat  and  cot¬ 
ton  for  this  year.  If  we  are  going  to  do 
away  with  all  special  privilege,  we  should 
take  care  of  such  a  situation  as  that. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Am  I  to  understand 
that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  recom¬ 
mended  a  special  privilege  for  California? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  decided  that  34  per¬ 
cent — 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  No,  no.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  has  a  letter  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Did  the  Sec¬ 
retary  recommend  a  special  privilege  for 
California? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  far  as  I  know,  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  has  not  recom¬ 
mended  special  privileges  for  anyone. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  under¬ 
stand  why  the  committee  has  done  so. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  has  not  done  so. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  What  is  the  justi¬ 
fication  for  the  California  allocation?  I 
have  not  yet  heard  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  has  great  regard  for 
the  economy  of  the  entire  country  and 
for  the  producers  of  every  commodity, 
wherever  they  may  be  located.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  believe  that  re¬ 
stricting  cotton  acreage  reduction  to  34 
percent  for  any  one  area  of  the  country 
is  wrong? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  California  was 
aware  of  the  law,  and  agreed  to  it  when 
it  was  passed,  and  California  was  given 
special  tax  dispensation  for  investments 
made  in  facilities  there. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  advocate  recommitting  the  bill 
and  letting  the  law  stand  as  it  is?  Why 
does  not  the  Senator  move  to  recommit 
the  bill  and  let  everyone  go  back  to  the 
present  law  if  he  likes  it  so  well? 

All  the  Senator  needs  to  do  is  to  move 
tp  recommit  the  bill,  and  he  will  have  a 
law  already  in  existence  with  which  he  is 
perfectly  well  satisfied. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  believe 
that  is  an  answer  to  my  inquiry  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  justification  of  special  acre¬ 
age.  If  California  is  to  take  that  atti¬ 
tude,  I  think  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
is  entitled  tc  know  what  reasons  moti¬ 
vated  the  committee  to  grant  this 
privilege. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett  in  the  chair) .  Without  objection, 
the  request  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  the  letter 
of  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
granted. 

The  letter  is  as  follows : 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington,  December  14,  1953, 
Hon.  George  D.  Aiken, 

Chairman,  Committee  on 

Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Senator  Aiken:  On  October  9,  pur¬ 
suant  to  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  I  an- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


150 

nounced  a  national  cotton  marketing  quota 
of  10  million  (500-pound  gross  weight)  bales 
and  a  national  cotton  acreage  allotment  of 
17,910,448  acres  for  the  1954  crop.  I  acted  in 
accordance  with  the  legislative  provisions  of 
the  act  and  had  no  authority  to  adjust  or 
change  the  quota  level  or  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  specified  to  produce  cotton  at  the 
quota  level. 

On  several  recent  occasions  I  have  ex¬ 
pressed  my  great  concern  over  this  severe 
production  adjustment  with  its  attendant 
hardship  on  many  farmers,  and  in  fact  on 
the  whole  Cotton  Belt  economy.  I  have  also 
publicly  indicated  that  I  would  urge  Con¬ 
gress  to  make  a  reasonable  increase  in  the 
minimum  national  marketing  quota  specified 
in  the  act  for  the  year  1954,  so  that  the  ad¬ 
justment  of  cotton  supplies  could  be  spread 
out  over  2  or  more  years  instead  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  accomplish  it  within  a  single  year. 

The  basic  work  in  establishing  individual 
farm  cotton  acreage  allotments  has  proceeded 
to  the  point  where  it  is  abundantly  clear 
that  the  currently  announced  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  will  result  in  grossly  inequit¬ 
able  farm  acreage  allotments  in  many  cases. 
If  the  allotments  remain  unchanged  they 
will  create  undue  hardship  for  many  cotton 
farmers,  as  well  as  other  segments  of  the  cot¬ 
ton  industry. 

An  appraisal  of  the  program  as  developed 
to  date  indicates  that  an  additional  3  mil¬ 
lion  acres  would  make  it  possible  to  substan¬ 
tially  correct  the  more  serious  inequities  in 
individual  farm,  acreage  allotments,  and  to 
bring  such  allotments  more  nearly  in  line 
with  plantings  in  recent  years.  A  national 
allotment  of  this  size,  when  adjusted  for 
historical  under-planting  and  normal  aban¬ 
donment,  could  be  expected  with  average 
harvested  yields  of  the  past  5  years  to  pro¬ 
duce  about  10.5  million  bales  of  cotton.  A 
crop  of  this  size  should  result  in  a  material 
reduction  in  our  cotton  stocks.  Thus,  even 
with  the  proposed  increase  in  the  national 
allotment,  a  good  start  would  be  made 
toward  adjusting  cotton  supplies. 

I,  therefore,  desire  to  recommend  to  the 
Congress  that  action  be  taken  at  the  earliest 
possible  date  to  increase  the  1954  cotton 
acreage  allotment  to  21  million  acres,  thus 
providing  latitude  for  correcting  individual 
farm  hardship  cases.  I  also  recommend 
that  this  additional  acreage  be  apportioned 
to  farms  in  such  a  way  as  to  correct  sub¬ 
stantially  the  more  serious  inequities  in 
individual  farm  acreage  allotments. 

I  have  expressed  regret  that  producers  had 
not  previously  reached  agreement  on  the 
apportionment  of  an  increase  in  the  national 
allotment,  in  order  to  facilitate  the  neces¬ 
sary  action  by  Congress.  While  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  examine  the  proposal, 
I  understand  that  representatives  of  major 
cotton  producer  groups  have  now  reached 
general  agreement  on  these  questions.  This 
is  a  very  encouraging  development  and  seems 
to  be  very  much  in  accord  with  our  thinking 
on  the  subject.  The  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  will  support  the  provisions  of  such 
an  agreement  if  it  will  lessen  the  hardship 
of  severe  acreage  reductions,  provide  an 
equitable  basis  for  the  apportionment  of  the 
increased  allotment  among  individual  farms, 
and  still  provide  for  a  reduction  in  total  cot¬ 
ton  supplies. 

The  Department  is  gathering  detailed  in¬ 
formation  on  the  currently  authorized  farm 
allotments.  It  expects  to  be  in  position  by 
the  time  Congress  reconvenes  to  recommend 
specific  amendments  to  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  which  will  carry  out  the  broad 
policy  recommendations  made  above. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  T.  Benson, 

Secretary. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  yield  to  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Arizona,  who  has  been 
seeking  recognition. 


Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  in 
an  effort  to  attempt  to  answer  some  of 
the  questions  propounded  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas,  I 
wish  to  state,  with  respect  to  Arizona, 
if  the  matter  were  left  to  what  the 
Senator  terms  large  cotton  interests — 
and  he  has  not  mentioned  all  of  them — ■ 
those  whom  the  Senator  mentioned  are 
not  land  owners;  they  are  ginners. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Is  the  Senator 
stating  that  they  own  no  cotton-produc¬ 
ing  facilities? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  They  are  not 
large  owners  of  cotton-producing  facili¬ 
ties. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Would  the  Sena¬ 
tor  place  in  the  Record  the  number  of 
acres  they  control? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  do  not  have 
that  information. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Then  how  does 
the  Senator  know  they  are  not  large 
producers? 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  I  am  attempting 
to  answer  the  basic  question  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arkansas.  If  it  were  up  to  the 
people  who  are  termed  large  cotton 
growers  in  the  State,  of  whom  there  are 
substantial  numbers,  I  agree  they  would 
be  unanimously  in  favor  of  retaining  the 
restriction  of  17,900,000  acres,  because  if 
they  should  go  through,  as  they  would  be 
able  to  do  this  year,  with  a  low  amount 
of  cotton  planting  next  year,  it  would 
bring  a  tidal  wave  of  cotton  in  the 
Southwestern  area,  and  in  the  next 
period  of  allocation  the  Southern  States, 
and  the  Senator’s  own  State,  would  suf¬ 
fer  from  it. 

This  action,  of  course,  was  asked  and 
suggested  by  the  Farm  Bureau,  and 
agreed  to  by  the  Senators  and  Repre¬ 
sentatives  from  the  States  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Arizona,  California,  and  also  Texas, 
because  there  are  a  large  number  of 
small  planters  in  new  producing  areas 
of  those  States.  Consider,  for  instance, 
the  southwestern  area  of  Arizona,  under 
the  project  called  the  Welton-Mohawk, 
which  came  into  being  only  last  year’. 
We  need  22,000  acres  of  land  available 
for  cultivation  this  year. 

We  find  in  the  southeastern  section  of 
Arizona,  in  Cochise  County,  a  similar 
situation,  where  the  cultivation  of  cotton 
has  a  history  of  only  a  year  or  two.  Ari¬ 
zona,  California,  New  Mexico,  have  had 
a  history  of  growing  cotton  that  extends 
back,  in  any  substantial  amount,  only  to 
about  1950.  With  the  start  of  the  war 
our  country  needed  more  cotton  than  the 
South  and  the  State  which  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  is  concerned  could  pro¬ 
duce,  so  the  Government  went  and  urged 
the  farmers  to  the  west  to  increase  the 
planting  of  cotton. 

Our  land  can  produce  cotton  at  re¬ 
markably  low  rates.  In  Texas  it  can  be 
produced  at  13%  cents  a  pound,  in  Ari¬ 
zona  at  20  cents,  which  is  substantially 
lower  than  it  can  be  produced  for  else¬ 
where  in  the  United  States. 

Eventually,  no  matter  how  we  may 
word  the  law,  no  matter  how  much  our 
distinguished  friends  from  the  South  like 
it  or  dislike  it,  the  production  of  cotton 
is  going  to  move  to  the  Southwest  and 
the  West  because  of  the  cheapness  of 
production  costs.  Likewise,  we  in  the 
West,  who  have  been  producing  cattle 
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are  resigned  to  the  fact  that  ultimately 
the  rich  States  of  the  South  will  produce 
much  of  the  cattle  we  have  been  pro¬ 
ducing  in  our  section. 

I  merely  desired  to  explain  that  this 
request  for  a  small  increase  of  acreage 
is  on  behalf  of  the  little  growers  in  Ari¬ 
zona  and  California. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  will  not 
have  any  confusion  in  his  mind  as  to 
what  the  bill  would  accomplish,  and  will 
realize  that  every  dollar  of  money  he  is 
talking  about  relates  to  tax-amortization 
concessions  made  in  order  to  bring  gins 
and  compresses  into  areas  in  the  West. 

The  Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.,  as  I  re¬ 
call  the  situation  on  the  ranch  referred 
to,  grows  cotton  on  about  20,000  acres  out 
of  1,400,000  acres  in  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia.  If  the  cotton  acreage  should  be 
cut  down  greatly,  as  would  be  done  un¬ 
der  the  existing  law,  Anderson-Clayton 
could  stand  it  because  it  has  many  other 
sources  of  income.  But  the  small  farm¬ 
ers  would  be  in  trouble.  I  have  met 
some  of  the  farmers  in  California  in  the 
past  few  months — supplementing  the  re¬ 
marks  which  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  [Mr.  Knowland]  and  the  junior 
Senator  from  California  [Mr.  Kuchel] 
have  made — and  I  know  that  if  the  na¬ 
tional  quota  is  left  at  10  million  bales, 
as  the  present  law  requires,  the  large 
corporations  that  have  one  or  two  tracts 
are  not  going  to  worry  about  it,  but  the 
farmers  who  are  in  desperate  need  be¬ 
cause  they  are  small  operators  are  going 
to  be  in  great  distress. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  dollar  in 
that  list  that  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  referred  to  that  ever  went  into  the 
development  of  cotton  acreage.  The 
money  that  Anderson-Clayton  paid  was 
paid  for  a  developed  ranch,  including 
2,000  acres  in  melons,  and  that  has  noth¬ 
ing  to  do  with  ginning  operations. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield,  58  of  the  gins  of 
the  Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  and  the 
Western  Cotton  Oil  Co.  were,  of  course, 
granted  accelerated  amortization.  Of  a 
total  of  133  for  the  States  of  California, 
Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas,  58  were 
granted  to  Anderson-Clayton  and  its 
subsidiary,  the  Western  Cotton  Oil  Co., 
which  would  indicate  they  have  a  very 
substantial  acreage.  I  have  tried  to  find 
out  what  the  acreage  is,  but  apparently 
that  is  a  great  secret.  In  my  opinion, 
the  committee  ought  to  be  able  to  tell 
the  Senate  just  what  the  situation  is. 

I  am  leading  up  to  the  point  that  Sen¬ 
ators  keep  talking  about  the  small  farm¬ 
ers  in  Arizona  and  California.  Of 
course,  there  are  small  farmers  in  Ar¬ 
kansas,  in  Georgia,  and  everywhere  else. 
Does  the  Senator  know  what  the  average 
acreage  is  per  farmer  or  per  voter  in 
California? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No,  but  it  is  very 
substantially  larger. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  It  is  about  four 
times  as  much;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  not  try  to 
give  the  figure,  because  I  do  not  know  it. 
But  I  point  out  that  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Stennis]  brought  out  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  few  days  ago  that  there  were 
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18  counties  in  his  State  in  which  not  a 
single  farmer  got  more  than  the  allot¬ 
ment.  That  would  be  unheard  of  in  the 
West.  In  the  State  of  California  a  man 
who  wanted  to  operate  5  acres  would  be 
committed  to  an  insane  asylum. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  35  acres 
is  the  average  in  California,  and  44  in 
Arizona.  Senators  come  before  us  and 
base  their  case  on  the  hardship  imposed 
on  various  farmers.  Of  course,  condi¬ 
tions  are  hard  on  everyone,  but  rela¬ 
tively  how  do  Senators  make  a  case  for 
any  special  privileges  to  a  State  which 
has  an  average  of  44  acres  per  voter  as 
compared  with  a  State  with  an  average 
of  5  acres,  as  I  believe  the  figure  is  in 
Mississippi?  I  think  jt  is  12-plus,  nearly 
13,  in  Arkansas.  That  is  a  third  or  fourth 
as  many. 

If  we  are  to  take  action  based  on  con¬ 
cern  for  the  individual,  we  can  make  a 
better  case.  We  can  ask  special  privi¬ 
leges  in  Arkansas.  I  am  only  opposing 
giving  special  privileges  and  dispensa¬ 
tions  to  States  which  need  them  least 
of  all.  Based  on  the  statistics  and  the 
figures  which  I  read  in  the  hearings,  the 
last  places  which  really  need  special 
privilege  are  California  or  Arizona. 

I  They  have  already  the  largest  cotton 
acreage  per  person.  As  we  have  been 
told  just  now  by  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona,  they  can  produce  cotton  very  eco¬ 
nomically.  There  is  some  question 
about  that,  incidentally.  We  have  to 
evaluate  how  much  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  has  poured  in.  I  would  certainly 
file  a  caveat  that  they  cannot  produce 
it  cheaper  than  it  is  produced  in  our 
good  delta  country,  if  the  special  privi¬ 
leges  are  equalized. 

I  am  not  trying  to  have  taken  away 
from  the  States  anything  that  belongs 
to  them  according  to  the  law  under 
which  we  have  been  living  for  the  past 
several  years.  The  only  thing  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  is  why  they  cannot  live  under  the 
same  law.  I  think  they  can.  I  think 
they  are  better  off  today  per  capita  or  in 
any  other  way;  I  know  they  are.  I  have 
not  heard  any  justification  in  fact  for 
a  special  privilege  to  these  three  States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  one 
\  of  the  factors  in  the  consideration  given 
Western  States  was  that  if  we  turn  loose 
a  million  acres  in  California  and  Arizona 
of  higher  production  land,  and  throw  it 
into  alfalfa,  we  can  calculate  pretty  well 
what  the  alfalfa  price  will  be  across  the 
country.  If  we  throw  it  into  potatoes, 
we  know  what  would  happen  to  the  po¬ 
tato  producers  across  this  Nation.  Large 
groups  discussed  this  at  Forth  Worth 
qnd  Chicago,  and  what  we  did  was  based 
on  our  desire  to  keep  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  from  entering  into  competition 
with  the  other  States  which  are  produc¬ 
ing  crops  already  near  a  surplus  position. 

I  again  wish  to  say  that  the  whole 
story  of  the  acreage  in  California  owned 
by  the  large  corporation  would  not  be 
very  difficult  to  obtain.  Although  I  do 
not  know  the  operatoins  of  Anderson, 
Clayton  &  Co.  as  well  as  I  should,  yet 
I  feel  reasonably  safe  in  saying  that 
Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  do  not  plant 
more  than  20,000  acres  of  cotton  in  any 
State.  In  all  the  States  put  together, 
I  believe  the  only  large  cotton  plantation 


they  have  is  the  one  in  California;  and 
I  believe  they  bought  it  to  keep  that 
cotton  from  going  to  a  rival  gin. 

I  yield  now  to  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  first  of 
all,  as  a  new  Senator  I  should  like  to 
tell  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  how 
deeply  appreciative  I  am  of  the  coop¬ 
eration  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson],  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye], 
who  formed  a  subcommittee  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in 
discussing  and  working  on  this  entire 
cotton  question. 

A  year  ago  I  introduced  a  piece  of 
legislation  at  the  request  of  the  cotton 
growers  in  California.  They  were  ap¬ 
prehensive  that  at  the  next  planting  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  would  announce 
an  allotment  which  would  restrict  the 
acreage  in  California  perhaps  by  as 
much  as  one-half.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
when  the  acreage  allotments  were  made, 
the  result  was  a  cut  of  more  than  one- 
half  in  California. 

At  that  time  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  considered  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  I  had  introduced,  but 
did  not  approve  it. 

Meanwhile,  with  cotton  quotas  being 
put  into  effect  across  the  entire  cotton 
belt,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  re¬ 
quested  emergency  legislation  at  this  ses¬ 
sion.  I  believe  I  can  tell  jtou,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  that  one  of  my  memories  of  the 
time  I  have  spent  in  the  Senate  will  be 
that  of  sitting  in  a  subcommittee,  listen¬ 
ing  to  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  seeing  them  write  what 
I  am  sure  constitutes  the  best  type  of 
compromise  legislation  in  a  very  difficult 
situation. 

I  listened  to  the  Senator  from  Arkan¬ 
sas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  state  a  few  moments 
ago  that  the  cotton  acreage  in  California 
was  controlled  by  big  business.  I  deny 
that,  Mr.  President. 

I  wish  to  indicate  one  figure  which  I 
believe  will  bear  somewhat  upon  the  sub¬ 
ject.  In  1950,  when  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  proclaimed  cotton  quotas  in 
the  United  States,  9,684  farms  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  were  given  allotments.  One  thou¬ 
sand,  two  hundred  and  seventy-seven 
farms  of  that  number  represented  allot¬ 
ments  to  cotton  farms  of  5  acres  or  less. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Can  the  Senator 
from  California  tell  the  Senate  how 
many  acres  Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  and 
its  subsidiaries  farm  and  control  in 
California? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  I  regret  to  state  to  the 
Senator  from  California  that  I  do  not 
have  that  particular  statistic;  but  if  he 
deems  it  relevant,  I  shall  be  glad  to  ob¬ 
tain  it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  think  it  is 
relevant.  I  tried  to  obtain  it  from  the 
Department  of  Agriculture,  but  no  one 
there  could  supply  it. 


Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  I  do  not  believe  it  is  a 
figure  with  (which  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  concerns  itself.  The  De¬ 
partment  does  not  go  around  inquiring 
about  the  ownership  of  tracts  of  land. 

But  I  believe  that  the  Anderson - 
Clayton  firm  owns  and  controls  approxi¬ 
mately  38,000  acres  of  land  of  all  kinds 
in  California.  Approximately  20,000 
acres  of  it  go  into  the  production  of 
cotton;  about  2,000  acres  of  it  normally 
go  into  the  production  of  melons;  and 
the  rest  in  alfalfa.  That  was  the  pat¬ 
tern  the  last  time  I  drove  by  the  farm, 
and  I  believe  it  is-  the  only  farm  owned 
by  that  company. 

I  have  said  that  I  know  something  of 
the  reason  which  compelled  that  com¬ 
pany  to  buy  that  farm. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  that  include 
the  Western  Cotton  Oil  Co.? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  Mr.  President,  when 
the  allotments  were  made,  acreage  in 
California  was  cut  more  than  one-half. 
I  believe  that  represents  a  potential  loss 
to  the  economy  of  California  of  between 
$150  million  and  $200  million. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  No,  Mr.  President;  I 
prefer  to  concludfe  my  very  brief  state¬ 
ment.  I  shall  not  speak  very  long. 

I  am  sure  it  seemed  to  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  it  would  not  be  proper  to 
prepare  a  bill  under  which  some  States 
would  suffer,  as  in  the  case  of  Arkansas, 
approximately  10  percent,  whereas  other 
States  would  suffer  a  vastly  greater 
amount. 

Finally,  on  the  recommendation  of  the 
farmers  of  the  United  States,  the  sub¬ 
committee  recommended  that  no  State 
should  be  cut  more  than  34  percent. 
And  that  is  what  the  bill  before  the 
Senate  provides. 

Only  two  States — namely,  Arizona  and 
California — would  benefit  by  that  pro¬ 
vision.  That  is  another  way  of  saying 
that  no  State  affected  by  the  proposed 
legislation  with  which  we  deal  today 
would  have  a  cut  of  more  than  34  per¬ 
cent  in  its  cotton  economy. 

Mr.  President,  how  else  can  we  find  a 
basis  upon  which  to  write  a  fair  piece  of 
legislation  of  this  kind?  If  anyone  were 
to  object,  if  anyone  were  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  to  this  bill,  it  seems  to  me  it 
should  be  either  the  Senators  from  Ari¬ 
zona  or  the  Senators  from  California, 
the  States  that  are  cut  34  percent  under 
this  measure.  Yet  I  am  glad  to  say  that 
the  Senators  from  Arizona  and  the  Sen¬ 
ators  from  California  are  satisfied  with 
what  is  a  fair  and  just  compromise,  and 
will  support  it  as  a  1-year  emergency 
stopgap  bill.  They  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  be  offered  on  the  floor 
will  be  rejected  in  their  entirety. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  California  yield  at  this 
time  for  a  question 

Mr.  KUCHEL.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
moment  ago  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  attempted  to  ask  me  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  must  confess  that  subsequently 
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I  forgot  about  it,  and  yielded  to  other 
Senators. 

At  this  time  I  am  very  glad  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  a 
question,  or  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  the 
floor,  as  he  may  prefer. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  shall  be  glad  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  a  question  or 
two. 

I  should  like  to  say  that  I  am  seeking 
information.  I  tried  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  Arizona,  a  question,  but  he  declined 
to  yield.  Then  I  tried  to  ask  the  Senator 
from  California  a  question,  but  he  de¬ 
clined  to  yield. 

So  I  am  very  grateful  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  for  yielding  for  a  ques¬ 
tion  or  two. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to 
yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  order  that  the  Record 
may  be  clear  as  to  the  meaning  of  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  of  the  bill,  I  should  like 
to  ask  some  questions  relative  to  the 
release  and  reallocation  of  acreage,  both 
as  to  the  manner  and  as  to  the  timing. 

Beginning  in  line  20,  on  page  3  of  the 
bill,  we  find  the  following: 

(2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  farm  cotton  acre¬ 
age  allotment  on  which  cotton  will  not  be 
planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered 
to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  allotment  to  such  farm  and  may 
be  reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to 
other  farms  in  the  same  county  receiving  al¬ 
lotments  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable — 

On  a  certain  basis. 

Does  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
believe  it  is  accurate  to  interpret  that 
provision  to  mean  that  such  voluntary 
surrender  by  one  farmer  to  the  county 
committee  may  be  made  at  any  time  up 
to  the  end  of  planting  time  for  that 
county? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes,  I  will  say  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  that  I  so  interpret  it ;  and  I  would 
call  his  attention  to  the  fact  that  in 
1950  an  almost  identical  hardship  provi¬ 
sion  was  written  into  the  bill  then  pend¬ 
ing.  Under  its  terms,  several  hundred 
thousand  acres  of  cotton  land  were  tem¬ 
porarily  surrendered  to  the  county  com¬ 
mittees,  and  were  reallocated  by  the 
county  committees  to  farms  requiring 
additional  acreage.  No  time  limit  was 
specified  in  the  bill  then;  and  for  the 
sake  of  the  legislative  intent,  let  us  say 
that  no  time  limit  is  specified  in  this 
bill.  It  can  be  done  any  time  by  the 
individual  farmer  surrendering  the  acre¬ 
age  to  the  county  committee ;  and  it  may 
be  reallocated  by  the  county  committee 
at  any  time  prior  to  planting. 

Mr.  KERR.  To  other  farmers  within 
the  county. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  To  other  farmers 
in  the  county  having  allotments. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Reading  further  from  page  4,  begin¬ 
ning  at  line  5: 

If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily 
surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county, 
the  county  committee  may  surrender  the 
excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be 
used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the  State  acre¬ 
age  reserve  under  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  if  he  would  interpret  that 


language  to  mean  that  the  surrender 
of  unused  acreage  back  to  the  State  by 
the  counties,  and  the  reallocation  by  the 
State  to  other  counties  within  the  State, 
would  also  be  without  time  limit,  in  the 
year  for  which  the  allocation  is  made. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  that  that  also 
is  without  time  limit.  A  special  provi¬ 
sion  was  written  into  the  1949  act  for 
the  State  of  Oklahoma,  because  it  had 
an  unusual  problem.  The  planting  of 
cotton  was  shifting  from  one  area  of  the 
State  to  another,  as  the  distinguished 
Senator  well  knows.  Had  this  provision 
been  in  the  law  at  that  time,  it  would 
not  have  been  necessary  to  allow  Okla¬ 
homa  to  have  a  special  15-percent  re¬ 
serve,  because  counties  not  using  the 
acreage  could  have  surrendered  it,  and 
it  could  have  been  used  by  the  other 
counties.  However,  at  that  time  this 
provision  had  not  been  thought  of,  and 
Oklahoma  could  not  do  that.  Therefore 
it  was  necessary  to  give  Oklahoma  spe¬ 
cial  consideration,  because  of  the  trans¬ 
fer  of  cotton  production  from  one  end 
of  the  State  to  the  other. 

It  is  the  intention  of  this  provision 
to  make  possible  the  very  thing  which 
was  needed  in  Oklahoma  at  that  time, 
and  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  needed  in 
Texas  now.  I  do  not  think  the  Senators 
from  Texas  agree  with  me  completely 
as  to  how  much  could  be  transferred,  but 
I  think  a  fairly  large  acreage  could  be 
transferred  there.  No  effort  is  made  to 
establish  any  time  limit  whatever. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  answer.  I  appreciate  his  tribute  to 
the  distinguished  former  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  who,  in  1949,  was  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  I  must  say  that  in  the  opinion 
of  the  present  senior  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  if  we  had  a  member  on  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  in 
1954,  Oklahoma  might  come  as  near 
being  a  special  beneficiary  of  the  act  as 
the  senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
thinks  California  is.  I  was  addressing 
my  questions  to  the  meaning  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  in  1954,  which,  as  I 
understand,  is  applicable  to  all  the 
States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  ask  one 
further  question  in  that  connection. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  was  not  trying  to 
say  that  Oklahoma  received  preferential 
treatment  in  1949.  It  had  a  problem, 
and  the  Congress  tried  very  hard  to  meet 
that  problem  by  providing  that  Okla¬ 
homa  might  set  aside  a  15  percent  re¬ 
serve,  as  against  a  10  percent  reserve 
somewhere  else,  not  as  something  which 
was  preferential,  but  something  which 
was  required  by  the  facts  of  life  within 
that  individual  State. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  I  recall,  under  that 
provision  Oklahoma  did  not  receive  an 
additional  allotment  not  participated  in, 
on  the  basis  of  the  historical  back¬ 
ground,  by  all  other  States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  a  further  question.  Would  the 
Senator’s  interpretation  as  to  the  sur¬ 
render  by  farmers  within  the  county  for 
reallocation  within  the  county  and  also 
by  counties  back  to  the  States,  followed 
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by  reallocation  by  the  State  committee 
within  the  State,  apply  equally  to  all  the 
cotton  acreage  allocated  to  the  State,  as 
well  as  to  the  additional  acreage  provided 
for  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  have  my  own 
opinion,  and  I  am  reinforced  by  the  leg¬ 
islative  counsel  for  the  committee.  My 
opinion  is  that  it  applies  to  all  of  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  That  is  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  we  are  in  agree¬ 
ment  on  that  point,  we  have  almost  fixed 
the  legislative  history. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  wanted  to  be  sure  that 
the  Record  disclosed  that  that  was  the 
interpretation  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  assure  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  that  that  was  the  intent  of  the 
committee. _ _ _ 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
that  answer. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  one 
further  question,  which  does  not  relate 
to  information  about  the  bill. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  in 
listening  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr.  Goldwater]  a  while  ago, 
thought  he  understood  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  to  say  that  the  allocations  in 
this  bill  were  as  requested  and  agreed 
to  by  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  Did 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  hear  that 
statement  by  the  Senator  from  Arizona? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes.  I  heard  the 
statement.  I  shall  not  try  to  interpret 
it. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  very 
much. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
many  conferences  have  been  held. 
There  was  a  conference  held  at  Fort 
Worth,  which  was  sponsored,  I  believe, 
by  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation.  There 
was  a  subsequent  conference  to  which, 
for  obvious  reasons,  I  was  not  invited. 
It  was  not  held  by  Farm  Bureau  groups, 
but  by  another  group,  who  were  trying 
to  alter  some  things  which  some  of  us 
had  planned.  There  was  a  subsequent 
meeting  held  in  Chicago  by  the  Farm 
Bureau  Federation. 

Many  persons  have  tried  their  best  to 
arrive  at  a  solution  for  this  problem. 
There  was  an  approval  of  this  particular 
method  by  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation. 
I  mention  that  fact  because  the  distin¬ 
guished  senior  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  and  I  had  some  discus¬ 
sion  on  the  subject,  and  we  arrived  at  a 
formula  not  quite  the  same  as  that  in 
the  bill.  Our  formula  did  not  include 
additional  acreage  for  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  by  limiting  reductions  to  34  per¬ 
cent.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  it  was 
as  a  result  of  efforts  by  Members  from 
Southern  States  that  the  decision  to  give 
additional  acreage  to  California  and 
Arizona  was  written  into  the  act. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  quite  un¬ 
derstand  the  Senator’s  statement.  Does 
he  mean  to  say  that  the  idea  of  a  special 
allotment  for  certain  States  originated 
with  Members  from  the  Southern 
States?. 
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Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  say  that  when 
the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  and  I  tried  to  reach  an  un¬ 
derstanding,  it  was  decided  that  there 
would  be  21  million  acres,  plus  the  hard¬ 
ship  allowance  of  1 V2  percent.  That  de¬ 
cision  was  transmitted  to  a  meeting  in 
Chicago  attended  by  Farm  Bureau  rep¬ 
resentatives  from  all  the  cotton-produc¬ 
ing  States.  The  States  of  Arizona  and 
California  w«re  greatly  outnumbered. 
The  proposal  now  before  the  Senate, 
providing  that  there  shall  be  no  cut 
greater  than  34  percent,  came  out  of  that 
meeting,  in  which,  as  I  say,  a  great  many 
Southern  States  were  represented.  I 
therefore  feel  that  they  were  entirely 
satisfied  with  that  proposal. 

I  should  like  to  conclude  my  discussion 
with  respect  to  section  4.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  have  any  questions 
as  to  that  section? 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  do  not  wish  to 
have  any  misapprehension  left  in  the 
Record.  I  wish  only  to  say  that  I  do  not 
believe  that  the  cotton  producers  of  my 
State  -  feel  that  they  agreed  to  the  pro¬ 
vision  with  respect  to  a  special  acreage 
for  California.  It  is  not  my  impression 
that  they  feel  they  agreed.  I  do  not 
|  know  whether  the  Senator  is  saying  that 
in  his  opinion  they  agreed. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  shall  be  happy  to 
have  the  Senator  correct  me  if  my  state¬ 
ment  is  not  accurate.  I  think  the  deci¬ 
sion  of  the  Farm  Bureau  meeting  in  Chi¬ 
cago  on  this  subject  was  unanimous. 
There  was  no  conflicting  opinion  when 
they  finally  came  to  the  settlement  of  it. 
Walter  Randolph  appeared  before  our* 
committee  as  the  representative  of  the 
Farm  Bureau,  and  he  voiced  no  objection 
to  this  provision.  In  fact,  he  supported 
it. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  He  is  not  from  my 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  He  is  from 
Alabama,  but  he  represented  all  the 
farm  bureau  organizations.  I  did  not 
mean  to  go  into  that  question.  I  meant 
only  to  say  that  there  were  Senators 
from  Southern  States  on  the  committee. 
They  tried  to  solve  this  problem  in  what 
they  considered  to  be  an  equitable 
'  fashion. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  Mr.  President,  | 
■Will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GOLDWATER.  One -point  has 
been  mentioned  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arkansas  which  we  have 
failed  to  clear  up,  and  which  I  believe 
should  be  cleared  up  for  the  record. 
There  is  the  possibility  that  his  remarks 
with  respect  to  tax  amortization  privi¬ 
leges  might  be  construed  as  applying  to 
the  land.  I  should  like  to  make  it  clear 
that  they  do  not  apply  to  the  land.  Tax 
amortization  certificates  have  been  is¬ 
sued  to  cotton  ginners  and  oil  proces¬ 
sors  in  the  West.  In  the  East  similar 
certificates  have  been  issued  applying 
to  other  phases  of  agriculture.  I  did 
not  wish  to  leave  any  misapprehension 
in  the  Record. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Ar¬ 
kansas  mentioned  special  privileges  ac¬ 
corded  to  cotton  growers  of  Arizona, 
California,  and  New  Mexico.  I  did  not 
want  the  tax  amortization  privileges  to 


be  included  among  them.  The  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Arkansas  has 
visited  Arizona  repeatedly.  He  is  one  of 
the  most  welcome  visitors  we  have.  I 
am  sure  he  refers  to  the  special  privilege 
our  farmers  enjoy  because  of  the  de¬ 
lightful  sunshine,  the  fine  weather,  and 
the  pleasant  and  industrious  people  who 
live  in  that  State.  I  am  sure  he  does  not 
intend  at  all  to  allude  to  any  special 
grants  from  the  Government. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  finish  with  section  4  of  the 
bill.  Section  4  relates  to  the  potato 
situation.  In  a  joint  resolution  passed 
by  Congress  either  in  1949  or  1950  pro¬ 
vision  was  made  that  unless  the  potato 
growers  adopted  a  system  of  controls 
they  would  not  be  eligible  for  price  sup¬ 
ports  on  potatoes.  I  must  plead  guilty 
to  having  drawn  up  the  original  amend¬ 
ment.  It  was  offered  by  the  former 
Senator  from  Illinois,  Mr.  Lucas.  It  was 
subsequently  supported  by  many  Sena¬ 
tors,  and  I  believe  the  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  finally  introduced 
the  successful  joint  resolution. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  mistaken  in  that  regard. 
The  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Eli.ender]  introduced 
the  joint  resolution.  He  was  joined  in 
its  introduction  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida. 

'  Mr.  ANDERSON.  T  apologize  to  the 
former  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  However, 
provision  was  made  that  price  supports 
could  not  be  given  to  the  growers  of 
potatoes.  In  presenting  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  it  was  not  the  intention  that  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  should  not  have 
the  right  to  make  use  of  section  32  funds. 
We  never  dreamed  that  could  happen 
until  an  interpretation  w'as  made  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  to  the  effect 
that  the  joint  resolution  forbade  the  use 
of  section  32  funds.  Therefore,  the 
pending  bill  contains  a  provision  making 
it  possible  to  use  section  32  funds  for 
supporting  the  price  of  Irish  potatoes. 
_ Mr.  KERR  and  Mr.  ELLENDER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Barrett  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  yield ; ,  and  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  my  name  has  been  men¬ 
tioned,  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  will  recall  that  we  tried  to 
amend  the  law  so  as  to  leave  discre¬ 
tionary  power  in  the  hands  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  with  respect  to  potatoes;  but  be¬ 
cause  of  the  insistence  of  the  Senators 
from  the  potato-growing  States  that  a 
mandatory  provision  should  be  enacted 
into  law,  the  joint  resolution  referred  to 
was  finally  adopted  in  the  present  form 
of  the  law.  We  would  have  readily 
agreed  to  discretionary  power. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 


Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  referred  to  section  32  funds.  Can 
he  tell  the  Senate  how  much  money  is 
available  in  that  fund? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  be  able  to 
tell  the  Senator  in  a  moment.  I  believe 
it  is  approximately  $400  million. 

Mr.  KERR.  Is  the  Senator  also  able 
to  refresh  our  memory  as  to  the  percent¬ 
age  of  that  fund  which  the  law  pertain¬ 
ing  to  it  permits  the  Secretary  to  use 
with  reference  to  any  commodity  which 
is  available  to  be  supported  by  such 
funds? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  not  certain, 
but  I  believe  it  is  25  percent. 

Mr.  KERR.  Then  under  section  4  of 
the  pending  bill  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  would  be  permitted  to  use  up  to 
$100  million  in  supporting  the  price  of 
Irish  potatoes.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  that  is 
correct.  However,  he  would  be  restricted 
by  the  provision  that  he  could  buy  only 
what  he  could  readily  dispose  of. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  section  provide 
how  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may 
readily  dispose  of  the  potatoes? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No.  I  have  the  an¬ 
swer  to  the  Senator’s  previous  question. 

I  have  before  me  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  handbook.  It  states  that 
under  section  32  the  amount  of  money 
available  is  $402,200,000.  My  answer 
with  respect  to  25  percent  is  correct. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  bill  contains  the 
provision  that  in  1954  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  authorized  to  use  $100,- 
500,000  to  support  the  price  of  Irish  pota¬ 
toes.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  theoreti¬ 
cally  he  could  do  so.  I  do  not  believe 
that  practically  it  could  be  done. 

'  Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  explain  why  the  Secretary 
could  not  do  so? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Because  I  do  not 
believe  any  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
would  hold  that  he  could  buy  $100  mil¬ 
lion  worth  of  Irish  potatoes  and  dispose 
of  them  advantageously. 

Mr.  KERR.  But  it  would  be  within, 
his  legal  authority  to  do  so  if  the  bill  be¬ 
came  law? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  If  he  should  fol¬ 
low  the  criterion  set  up  in  the  bill,  it 
would  be  in  his  power  to  do  so. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  enlighten  the  Senate  as  to 
what  part  of  a  cotton-emergency  meas¬ 
ure  section  4  is,  inasmuch  as  it  author¬ 
izes  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
spend  $100  million  in  1954  to  support 
the  price  of  Irish  potatoes? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  is  not  a  part  of 
the  cotton-emergency  measure.  The 
Senator  is  getting  onto  ‘ground  that 
probably  we  should  not  be  entering.  I 
suggested  in  committee  the  subject 
should  be  treated  in  a  separate  bill.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  interpretation  of  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  was  obviously 
contrary  to  what  Congress  intended,  so 
I  agreed  with  others  to  put  it  in  this  bill. 
I  firmly  believe  that  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  has  the  authority  now  to 
spend  and  can  spend,  up  to  $100  million. 
The  Solicitor  General  does  not  agree 
with  me.  Realizing  that  he  is  a  lawyer 
and  I  am  not,  I  thought  it  would  be  de- 
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sirable  to  correct  the  situation  in  the 
pending  legislation. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  admit  that  the 
proposed  section  4  has  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  the  emergency  situation  with 
reference  to  cotton  acreage  and  cotton 
planting  this  year? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  admit  it. 

Mr.  KERR.  Would  the  Senator  feel, 
insofar  as  germaneness  and  applicability 
are  concerned,  that  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  requiring  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to  support  the  price  of  beef  cat¬ 
tle  on  the  hoof  at  90  percent  would  be 
just  as  much  a  part  of  the  cotton-emer¬ 
gency  bill  as  is  the  provision  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  Irish  potatoes? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  I  would  not 
agree,  because  I  believe  in  my  own  heart 
that  Congress  never  intended  to  take 
away  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
the  right  to  use  section  32  funds  to  sup¬ 
port  the  price  of  Irish  potatoes.  I  be¬ 
lieve  Congress  did  not  intend  to  do  it, 
and  that  the  interpretation  made  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  is  a  little  bit' 
on  the  whimsical  side,  to  say  the  least. 
I  thought  perhaps  it  was  desirable,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  did  not  want  to 
do  it,  to  say  that  he  did  not  have  the 
authority.  I  believe  he  does  have  the 
authority. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  would  like  to  aline  himself  .vith 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  in  ac¬ 
knowledging  the  possibility  of  whimsical 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  as  now  constituted.  How¬ 
ever,  I  do  not  believe  the  Senator  un¬ 
derstood  my  question.  If  he  understood 
it,  I  do  not  believe  he  answered  it.  I 
asked  him,  insofar  as  the  provisions  of 
law  are  concerned,  whether  it  would  not 
be  just  as  applicable  to  amend  the 
emergency  cotton  acreage  allotment  bill 
so  as  to  provide  mandatory  provisions 
to  support  the  price  of  beef  cattle,  as  it 
is  to  authorize  the  expenditure  of  $100 
million  now  on  hand  for  the  support  of 
the  price  of  Irish  potatoes? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  tried  to  answer  it 
by  saying  that  a  proposal  requiring  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  in  mandatory 
fashion  to  support  the  price  of  beef  cat¬ 
tle  at  90  percent  of  parity  in  my  opinion 
is  quite  different  from  a  provision  which 
permits  him  to  do  what  I  believe  he  al¬ 
ready  has  the  power  to  do. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  admit 
that  such  an  amendment  would  be  just 
as  much  in  order  as  section  4  of  the 
pending  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  it  would 
be  in  order;  yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  should  like  to 
yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator  per¬ 
mit  me  to  make  a  brief  statement  on 
the  background  of  the  potato  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  President,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  has  asked  that  he 
be  allowed  to  yield  the  floor.  I  am  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  yield  to  other  Sen¬ 
ators,  but  I  should  like  to  complete  my 
statement. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  whether  the  Senator  from  New 


Mexico  would  yield  to  me  for  two  very 
brief  questions,  which  I  believe  he  can 
answer  immediately.  I  should  like  to 
have  the  answers  for  my  own  informa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  very  glad 
to  yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield;  if  so, 
to  whom? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  will  yield  first  to 
the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  shall  be  very  happy 
to  yield  to  other  Senators  when  I  have 
completed  my  statement. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  and  I  were  the  joint  authors 
of  the  amendment  in  its  final  form  which 
struck  out  the  provision  in  the  then 
existing  law  for  the  support  of  Irish 
potatoes. 

It  was  our  intention  simply  to  strike 
out  the  possibility  of  any  further  sup¬ 
port-price  program  as  that  term  is  gen¬ 
erally  recognized— a  mandatory  price- 
support  program  or  any  other  price-sup¬ 
port  program  in  the  normal  usage  of  the 
term — and  there  was  no  intention  what¬ 
ever  to  strike  Irish  potatoes  off  the  list  of 
agricultural  commodities  or  to  put  them 
under  different  treatment  from  other 
commodities  which  are  entitled  to  the 
use  of  portions  of  section  32  funds  when¬ 
ever  surpluses  should  justify  that  use 
under  other  provisions  of  law. 

So,  Mr.  President,  when  the  distin- 
,  guished  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  | 

■  Welker]  came  before  the  committee,. 

I  stating  that  the  potato  producers  ofj 
!  Idaho  did  have  surplus  production  of  jl 
I  potatoes  this  year  which  they  wanted  to 
have  handled  under  the  school-lunch! 

1  program  or  some  other  similar  program,1 
and  had  been  confronted  with  a  ruling5 
by  a  former  solicitor  of  the  Department 1 
of  Agriculture,  to  the  effect  that  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  and  myself  was  so  broad  as  to  pre¬ 
vent  that  use,  we  both  felt,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  felt,  that  there  was  no  such  rea¬ 
sonable  interpretation  to  be  placed  upon 
our  amendment,  and  that  by  all  means 
Irish  potatoes  ought  to  be  restored  to 
the  list  of  agricultural  commodities  and 
be  given  the  same  right  which  every 
other  agricultural  commodity  has  under 
the  law  for  the  use,  if  needed,  of  portions 
of  section  32  funds,-'  i 

Therefore,  this  amendment  is  in  the 
bill.  It  was  simply  to  place  Irish  pota¬ 
toes  in  the  same  position  as  livestock 
and  other  agricultural  crops.  The  larg¬ 
est  amount  of  recent  use  of  such  funds 
has  been  for  the  livestock  industry,  and 
the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to 
permit  Irish  potatoes  to  regain  and  re¬ 
take  their  place  in  the  list  of  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  which  are  entitled  to 
relief  through  section  32  funds. 

As  to  the  amount,  every  other  agri¬ 
cultural  commodity  stands  on  the  same 
basis,  and  there  is  no  more  reason  for 
assuming  that  the  full  $100  million,  if 
that  is  25  percent  of  the  total,  would 
be  used  on  Irish  potatoes  than  there 
would  be  that  it  is  to  be  used  in  full  on 
citrus  or  prunes  or  raisins  or  apples  or 
peaches  or  pears  or  any  of  the  other 
numerous  commodities  where  section  32 
funds  have  been  used. 


The  whole  result  of  the  amendment 
would  simply  be  to  restore  Irish  potatoes 
to  their  rightful  place  with  reference  to 
the  use  of  section  32  funds  in  the  family 
of  agricultural  products,  so  that  they 
would  at  least  have  equal  standing  in 
connection  with  the  use  of  some  of  the 
section  32  funds  to  relieve  their  distress. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Florida  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  do  not  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  so  that  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
may  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  KERR.  As  I  understood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida,  he  said- that  section 
32  funds  were  being  used  for  the  live¬ 
stock  industry. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  explain 
what  he  had  reference  to,  so  that  I  may 
acquire  some  information  which  I  do  not 
now  have? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  understood  that  a 
very  substantial  amount  of  those  funds 
had  been  used  with  respect  to  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  canned  meat  for  the  direct  pur¬ 
pose  of  assisting  the  livestock  industry. 
I  have  in  my  office  a  statement  of  the 
total  amount  used.  I  do  not  recall  the 
amount  at  the  moment,  but  it  was  quite 
large.  My  statement  was  to  remind  the 
'  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  if  he  had  for- 
;  gotten  it,  that  the  livestock  industry  is 
already  on  terms  of  parity  with  every 
I  other  agricultural  commodity,  insofar  as 
the  use  of  section  32  funds  is  concerned, 
with  the  sole  exception  of  Irish  potatoes, 
and  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
restore^  Irish  potatoes  to  the  position 
from  which  it  should  never  have  been 
taken. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  should  like  to  remind 
the  distinguished  Senator  that  if  he  is 
referring  to  the  $100  million  which  the 
Secretary  has  spent  for  hamburger  meat 
and  canned  meat,  it  has  been  for  the 
benefit  of  the  packers  and  not  for  the 
benefit  of  meat  producers. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  .If  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  yield  further,  I  should 
like  to  say  that  I  do  not  care  to  enter 
into  any  argument  with  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  as  to  the  result  of  the 
investment  of  section  32  funds.  My 
statement  'faas,  and  it  continues  to  be. 
that  the  largest  amount  of  section  32 
funds  expended  this  past  year  have  been 
in  the  effort  to  help  the  livestock  indus¬ 
try  in  connection  with  products  of  the 
livestock  industry,  and  the  result  of  the 
amendment  in  the  committee  bill  rela¬ 
tive  to  Irish  potatoes  is  simply  to  restore 
Irish  potatoes  to  a  position  of  equality 
with  livestock  and  all  other  agricultural 
commodities. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President.  I 
promised  to  yield  very  briefly  to  the 
Senator  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
wanted  to  ask  some  questions  in  order 
to  be  certain  in  my  own  mind  on  some 
points. 

First,  if  I  have  correctly  read  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  the  particular  acreage 
provided  for  would  be  sufficient  to  give 
to  every  fanner  the  higher  of  2  figures. 
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or  40  percent  of  the  highest  acreage  dur¬ 
ing  any  one  of  the  years  1951,  1952,  and 
1953,  provided  the  farmer  did  not  exceed 
50  percent  of  the  cropland.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  a  rather 
difficult  question  to  answer  in  a  brief 
way.  It  is  correct  'as  to  nearly  every 
State.  It  is  not  correct  as  to  the_  State 
of  Texas  and  the  State  of  Florida. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  Loui¬ 
siana  is  short  approximately  five  thou¬ 
sand  acres  plus. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Would  my  state¬ 
ment  be  correct  so  far  as  Alabama  is 
concerned? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  would  be  correct 
so  far  as  Alabama  is  concerned  and  if 
the  figures  supplied  by  the  Cotton  Pro¬ 
duction  Division  are  correct.  It  is  just 
barely  correct  as  to  Louisiana. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  While  I  was  in 
Alabama  during  the  adjournment  of 
Congress  I  inquired  as  to  allotments 
made  under  the  existing  law,  and  I  heard 
many  complaints.  One  farmer  came  to 
my  office  and  stated  that  he  had  a  farm 
of  160  acres.  There  were  22  persons 
living  on  it.  Three  acres  of  the  160 
acres  were  allotted  to  the  home  place, 
the  house,  barn,  and  outbuildings. 
Some  50  acres  were  in  pastureland,  and 
100  acres  in  cropland,  90  acres  of  which 
were  in  cotton.  Yet  he  had  been  as¬ 
signed  22  acres.  Is  my  understanding 
correct  that  he  would  be  allotted  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cropland,  provided  he  did  not 
exceed  one  of  the  other  figures? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No;  he  would  be 
given  the  larger  of  65  percent  of  the  3- 
year  average  or  40  percent  of  his  largest 
planted  acreage,  but  not  more  than  50 
percent  of  his  cropland.  The  1954  Ala¬ 
bama  allotment  would  be  approximately 
a  total  of  1,346,401  acres. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  That  leads  me  to 
the  next  question.  If  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly,  from  examining  the  figures,  it 
would  make  a  minimum  of  5  acres  avail¬ 
able  to  every  cotton  farmer.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  believe  it  is  left 
to  the  county  committee  as  to  the  use 
to  be  made  of  the  land. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  But,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  under  the  old  allotment,  in  my 
State  every  county  except  12  received 
5-acre  allotments  and  those  12  counties 
could  receive  such  allotments  if  they 
wanted  to. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  committee  has  power,  in  its  dis¬ 
cretion,  to  bring  an  exempt  farmer  up 
to  his  exemption.  I  understand  that  only 
3,500  acres  will  be  taken  in  the  State  of 
Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Does  not  the  Sena¬ 
tor  mean  35,000  acres? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  No;  3,500. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  know  it  is  not  a 
large  amount,  because  only  a  few  coun¬ 
ties  have  been  left  out. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Alabama  has  12 
counties  affected;  Mississippi  has  18 
counties  affected. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 


Mr.  KEFAUVER.  First,  I  wish  to 
join  with  other  Senators  in  expressing 
appreciation  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  to  others  Senators  for 
their  expeditious  reporting  of  the  bill. 
During  my  visits  to  the  cotton-growing 
sections  of  Tennessee  during  the  past 
summer  and  fall,  no  problem  was  more 
pressing  or  about  which  there  was  more 
concern  than  the  allotment  of  cotton 
acreage.  It  was  realized  by  all  cotton 
growers  that  in  order  to  work  out  mat¬ 
ters  for  their  best  interests  with  regard 
to  planting,  the  whole  question  must  be 
settled  quickly.  The  bill  will  give  them 
a  better  plan  than  would  be  the  case  if 
the  bill  did  not  pass. 

I  wish  to  ask  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico,  in  connection  with 
the  65-40-50  formula,  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  if,  according  to  his  records,  there 
would  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  farm 
demands  of  Tennessee  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Tennessee 
that  the  final  allotment  for  Tennessee 
under  the  bill  will  be  about  680.000  acres. 
The  amount  which  Tennessee  would 
need  to  satisfy  the  60-40-50  provision 
would  be  664,000  acres.  So  Tennessee 
would  get  roughly  30,000  acres  more 
than  would  be  needed  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  President,  will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield.  However, 
I  may  first  say  that  I  have  now  been  ad¬ 
vised  that  the  Tennessee  figure  is  671,- 
901  acres,  so  there  would  be  even  more 
acreage  than  I  at  first  stated. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  It  would  be  about 
10,000  acres  more  than  the  amount  nec¬ 
essary  to  meet  the  formula? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mi-.  KEFAUVER.  Before  the  pending 
bill  was  reported,  I  introduced  a  bill, 
S.  2615,  which  I  had  intended  offering 
as  an  amendment,  had  not  the  bill  con¬ 
tained  provisions,  which  set  up  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  acreage,  and  also 
provide  a  minimum  of  45  percent,  which, 
I  believe,  was  contained  in  the  law  of 
1950.  Is  it  the  understanding  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  that  whether 
it  is  45  percent  or  50  percent,  the  State 
of  Tennessee  would  not  be  materially 
affected? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  bill  would  not 
materially  affect  the  State  of  Tennessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Many  Tennessee 
farmers,  as  apparently  is  true  of  farmers 
in  Arkansas  and  other  States,  have  ex¬ 
pressed  a  great  deal  of  concern  about  the 
increased  allocation  to  California  and 
Arizona,  not  only  with  reference  to  this 
year,  but  also  with  reference  to  what 
might  happen  in  the  future.  Is  there 
any  assurance,  or  can  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  express  any  opinion,  as  to 
whether  these  increased  allocations,  un¬ 
der  the  present  formula,  will  be  carried 
out  in  the  years  to  come,  or  whether 
there  will  be  new  requests  for  additional 
allotments  to  those  States? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee,  as  I  tried  to 
say  earlier,  that  by  1955,  if  quotas  are 


provided  for  1955,  the  States  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico  will 
gain  nothing  by  a,  66-percent  gadget. 
Because  of  their  large  plantings  in  previ¬ 
ous  years,  no  device  of  this  special  nature 
will  be  needed  for  either  California  or 
Arizona. 

The  cotton-producing  history  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  for  1948,  1950,  1951, 
1952,  and  1953,  which  will  be  the  5  years 
under  consideration,  will  be  sufficiently 
high  so  that  those  States  wrill  need  no 
special  34-percent  gadget  to  take  care  of 
them. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Is  it  the  opinion 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  and  the  opinion  of  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  that  in  the  event 
there  is  to  be  a  cotton  quota  in  years 
to  come,  there  will  be  necessity  for  some 
special  gadget  or  quota  for  California, 
Arizona,  and  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  quite  sure  the 
Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  that  in  the  years  to  come  Congress 
will  apply  the  principle  to  all  the  States, 
including  the  Southern  States  and  West¬ 
ern  States  alike? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  not  want 
to  try  to  commit  Congress,  but  I  think 
that  is  probably  what  the  facts  will  re¬ 
veal  at  that  time. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  That  is  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  own  opinion,  and  we  consider  him 
to  be  a  great  authority  on  the  problem 
of  agriculture. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  It  is  the  opinion  of 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  for  his  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill.  In  the  first  part 
of  his  statement,  I  noticed  he  made  a 
point  that  the  bill  is  merely  temporary 
legislation  on  the  subject  of  cotton-acre¬ 
age  allocation.  However,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  recognizes  that  there 
are  certain  parts  of  the  old  law  with 
respect  to  administration  that  need  some 
continuing  legislation  for  1954.  Is  not 
that  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  Is 
correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  not 
saying  to  the  Senate,  is  he,  that  the 
bill  covers  all  the  problems,  or  even  goes 
into  all  the  problems,  that  need  atten¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  that  the  bill  does  not  touch 
many  agricultural  problems.  The  one  he 
has  mentioned  ought  to  be  acted  upon 
only  after  notice  has  been  given  and  open 
hearings  have  been  held.  That  is  why 
it  is  not  touched  in  the  proposed  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  As  I  understand,  the 
present  position  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  that  that  is  an  important 
matter,  and  perhaps  he  would  have  liked 
to  go  into  it,  but  because  of  the  time 
emergency  with  reference  to  planting  he 
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did  not  go  into  it  and  make  a  recom¬ 
mendation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is 
correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Another  point  in¬ 
volved  is  the  broader  use  of  power  by 
State  and  county  committees  in  using 
the  reserves  available  to  them.  Is  not 
that  another  matter  which  needs  some 
continuing  legislation  beyond  1954? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  a  matter 
which  I  do  not  feel  may  need  legisla¬ 
tion,  but  it  needs  consideration  by  the 
committee,  and  probably  the  committee 
will  recommend  legislation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  having 
the  opinion  of  the  Senator  on  these  mat¬ 
ters.  because  they  are  urgent  and  im¬ 
portant. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Before  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  leaves  that  ques¬ 
tion,  and  on  the  same  point,  does  he 
mean  that  he  does  not  believe  the  Senate 
should  consider  what  might  be  termed 
permanent  provisions  in  connection  with 
the  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  asked  for  my  personal  opin¬ 
ion.  I  do  not  think  they  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  now,  because  if  we  go  into  mat¬ 
ters  of  that  kind,  we  might  find  that 
we  shall  be  here  for  many  months. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  think  such  pro¬ 
visions  are  included  in  the  House  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  asked  for  my  personal  opin¬ 
ion,  and  I  tried  to  give  it  to  him.  I  am 
not  trying  to  speak  for  the  committee. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  has  advised  me  that  it  will 
be  between  2  and  3  weeks  after  the  bill 
becomes  law,  if  it  becomes  law,  before 
the  Department  can  really  give  final 
allocations  for  1954.  As  I  understand, 
in  some  areas  cotton  planting  will  be 
started  in  about  2  weeks  from  now.  That 
is  the  reason  why  we  did  not  take  up 
some  of  the  other  matters  we  realized 
ought  to  be  considered.  I  can  assure 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  that  there 
will  be  an  opportunity  to  take  up  mat¬ 
ters  which  pertain  to  permanent  law.  It 
was  after  the  Department  told  us  they 
would  require  2  or  3  weeks  following 
the  signing  of  the  bill  to  place  the  law 
into  operation  that  the  committee  de¬ 
cided  to  handle  the  matter  on  an  emer¬ 
gency  basis. 

iyir.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mi’.  STENNIS.  With  reference  to  the 
matters  not  covered  in  the  bill,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  the  question  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  being  permitted  to  take  into 
consideration  the  normal  rate  of  aban¬ 
donment  and  also  underplanting,  does 
not  the  Senator  believe  that  they  are 
matters  which  need  the  consideration  of 
Congress,  in  connection  with  continuing 
legislation  beyond  1954? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Again  I  say  to  the 
senator  from  Mississippi  that  I  am  fairly 


well  satisfied  with  the  pending  bill,  but 
I  recognize  that  there  are  many  persons 
who  are  not.  I  should  be  very  happy  to 
have  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  take  up  the  other  mat¬ 
ters,  but  they  could  not  possibly  be 
handled  in  the  pending  bill. 

Within  2  or  3  weeks  farmers  will  begin 
planting  cotton  in  Texas  and  Florida, 
and  they  are  entitled  to  know  as  soon  as 
possible  what  the  allotments  will  be.  It 
will  take  2  or  3  weeks  after  the  bill  be¬ 
comes  law  before  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  can  advise  the  various  States. 
So  we  thought  it  best  to  act  promptly  on 
this  bill.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  not  many 
persons  thought  we  could  get  a  bill  to 
the  Senate  floor  as  quickly  as  this  bill 
got  here,  and  I  commend  the  leadership 
for  getting  it  here  so  quickly. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  desire  to  make  it 
clear  that  even  though  we  pass  over  these 
mattei’s.  it  is  recognized  that  they 
should  be  considered. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  for  yielding  to  me.  I  have  not 
heard  all  the  debate  on  the  bill.  Some 
of  the  things  in  which  I  am  very  much 
interested  have  been  covered  in  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  remarks  and  in  his  reply  to  the 
questions  asked  by  other  Senators.  How¬ 
ever,  I  was  very  much  interested  in  the 
questions  of  the  senior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  and  in  the 


is  passed  as  a  substitute  for  the  House 
measure? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
that  there  has  been  a  discussion  of  per¬ 
manent  changes.  The  bill  provides  only 
for  temporary  legislation. 

It  was  also  pointed  out  that  if  we  did 
what  it  is  proposed  to  do;  namely,  to 
strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause 
of  the  House  bill  and  insert  the  Senate 
bill  as  a  substitute,  these  matters  could 
be  considered.  Many  Members  of  the 
Senate,  including  members  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
would  like  to  consider  these  matters. 
The  conferees  have  the  right  to  look 
these  provisions  over. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  bill  provides 
that  the  county  committee  shall  have 
three  different  methods  of  allocating  to 
individual  farmers. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  a  very  im¬ 
portant  provision  of  the  bill.  The  pro¬ 
vision  permitting  the  county  committee 
to  use  three  different  methods  of  allo¬ 
cating  to  the  individual  farmers  in  the 
county  is  not  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House,  but  is  strictly  a  Senate  provision. 
It  is  intended  as  a  stopgap  measure  only 
for  this  year.  . 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  do  not  remember 
whether  that  provision  was  in  the  bill 


as  it  passed  the  House, 
replies  to  those  questions,  and  also  witty  y"’  Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wanted  to  make 
respect  to  the  questions  of  the  junior  J  certain  that  the  county  committees  had 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  ;  such  authority,  and  that  that  was  the 
with  respect  to  the  contention  that  the  |  intent  of  the  provision.  The  county 


bill  is  intended  to  be  strictly  a  stopgap 
measure  for  1954. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  entirely 
correct  with  reference  to  cotton. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  speaking  with 
reference  to  cotton. 

I  understood  further  that  the  passage 
of  the  bill  by  the  Senate  in  its  present 
form  would  not  preclude  the  conferees 
from  considering  some  of  the  permanent 
provisions  which  are  in  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  House. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  believe  I 
said  that,  but  I  agree  that  that  is  true. 
The  passage  of  the  bill  by  the  Senate  in 
its  present  form,  if  we  strike  out  every¬ 
thing  after  the  enacting  clause  in  the 
bill  as  passed  by  the  House,  would  not 
preclude  the  conferees  from  considering 
the  House  bill. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  am  trying  to 
differentiate  between  the  bill  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  now  and  the  bill  the  Senate  may 
pass,  for  example,  as  a  substitute  for  the 
House  bill. 

The  bill  does  not  take  into  account,  is 
not  intended  to,  and  does  not  undertake 
to  enact,  permanent  legislation  cr  to  in¬ 
corporate  provisions  which  would  extend 
beyond  1954.  The  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House  does  incorporate  some  such  pro¬ 
visions.  There  will  be  the  opportunity  in 
conference  to  consider  provisions  which 
some  of  us  would  like  to  have  consid¬ 
ered  in  conference  and  possibly  have  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  bill  in  its  final  form. 
That  opportunity  is  present,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Yes;  it  is. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Or  that  opportu¬ 
nity  will  be  present  if  the  pending  bill 


committee,  in  its  discretion,  can  use  the 
historic  factor  with  regard  to  each  farm 
for  making  the  county  quota  allocation 
to  that  farm. 

~  Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  did  not  quite  un¬ 
derstand  what  the  Senator  said. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  As  I  interpret  the 
provision,  after  the  allocation  of  the  in¬ 
creased  acreage  is  made  to  the  State, 
this  bill  increases  the  national  acreage 
allotment  from  17,910,448  acres  to  21 
million  acres,  and  for  individual  allot¬ 
ments  provides  a  formula  of  percentages 
of  65,  40,  and  50.  After  these  allotments 
have  been  taken  care  of,  if  there  is  acre¬ 
age  left  over  in  a  county  for  further 
allocation  to  individual  farmers,  then 
the  county  committee  may,  in  its  dis¬ 
cretion,  make  allocations  to  individual 
farmers,  based  on  previous  farm  history. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  county  com¬ 
mittee  has  the  discretion  to  make  the 
allocations  in  any  of  those  ways. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then  the  county 
committee  can  make  further  distribution 
or  allocation  upon  the  basis  of  farm  his¬ 
tory,  if  it  deems  it  wise  to  do  so. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  When  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  asked  me  the  question, 
he  did  not  speak  of  the  percentages  of 
65,  40,  and  50. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  No;  I  did  not. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  fully  agree  with 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana.  The  way  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  has  stated  it  is 
correct. 
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Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  provision  in 
the  bill  is  limited  to  1954. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  If  there  are  to  be 
any  permanent  features  incorporated  in 
the  legislation  at  this  session,  assuming 
that  no  amendments  are  offered  to  cor¬ 
rect  some  of  the  deficiencies  we  find  in 
the  measure,  they  will  have  to  be  taken 
from  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House  or 
the  conferees  will  have  to  work  out  in 
conference  those  provisions  and  the  final 
language  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  Arkansas  (Mr.  McClel¬ 
lan]  has  already  developed,  more  ably 
than  I  could  have  done,  the  points  I  had 
in  mind.  I  should  like  to  point  out  fur¬ 
ther  that  I  believe  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
there  is  much  sentiment  among  Sena¬ 
tors  for  some  of  the  permanent  features 
which  are  contained  in  the  bill  as  it 
passed  the  House.  Those  provisions  will 
all  be  a  proper  subject  for  considera¬ 
tion  by  the  conference  committee,  and 
it  is  the  hope  of  the  junior  Senator  from 
Tennessee  that  the  committee  will  give 
consideration  to  them. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  assure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  that  they  will  be 
fairly  considered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  happy  to  yield, 
or  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  First  of  all  I  wish 
to  commend  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  for  the  presentation 
he  has  made  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate 
of  the  pending  bill.  It  was  because  of 
the  emergency  aspects  of  the  measure, 
which  the  Senator  has  pointed  out,  that 
a  general  agreement  was  arrived  at  at 
the  several  meetings  to  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  referred,  and  because  of  the  position 
taken  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  that  a  bill  should  be  re¬ 
ported  that  could  be  handled  in  an  emer¬ 
gency  sort  of  way  in  order  to  meet  the 
dates  which  will  soon  face  us,  that  the 
majority  leader,  at  the  request  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  Members  of  the  Senate,  especially 
members  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry,  agreed  to  schedule 
this  bill  ahead  of  several  highly  contro¬ 
versial  measures  which  will  be  facing 
decision  by  the  Senate  in  the  immediate 
future.  Otherwise,  had  it  not  been  given 
the  right  of  way,  it  might  have  gotten 
behind  several  weeks  of  debate  on  other 
measures,  which  would  have  adversely 
affected  the  objective  the  committee  was 
trying  to  accomplish. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  assure  the  major¬ 
ity  leader  that  those  interested  in  the 
bill  appreciate  very  much  the  scheduling 
of  the  bill  at  this  time,  because  if  it  had 
gotten  behind  several  weeks  of  debate, 
no  good  whatever  would  have  been  done 
by  the  bill,  because  then  action  upon  it 
would  have  been  too  late. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  first 
committee  amendment  will  be  stated. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
in  line  17,  after  the  word  “section”  and 
the  period,  it  is  proposed  to  insert: 

Before  apportioning  such  unallocated 
acreage  to  counties  as  provided  in  the  fore¬ 
going  sentence,  the  State  committee  may, 
if  it  determines  that  such  action  is  required 
to  provide  equitable  allotments  within  the 
State,  apportion  such  unallocated  acreage 
directly  to  farms  to  the  extent  required  to 
provide  each  farm  with  the  minimum  allot¬ 
ment  described  in  subsection  (f)  (1)  of  this 
Eection. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  EASTLAND  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  rise  to  explain  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes;  or  if  the  Senate 
is  ready  to  vote,  that  is  all  right,  and  I 
shall  not  explain  the  amendment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  should  like  to 
have  a  little  explanation  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  this 
amendment  means  that  after  acreage  is 
allocated  from  the  State’s  increased  al¬ 
lotment  under  the  65-40-50  provision, 
then  the  State  committee  is  authorized 
to  allocate  acreage  to  the  5-acre  man  or 
to  the  man  who  grows  less  than  5  acres 
and  who  is  exempt  from  acreage  reduc¬ 
tion,  in  order  to  bring  up  his  allotment 
to  his  exemption,  which  the  law  requires. 

Mi-.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  will  yield 
to  me,  let  me  say  that  I  do  not  quite 
understand  this  amendment.  I  thought 
the  5 -acre  man  was  already  taken  care 
of. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  There  are  a  great 
many  counties  in  the  country  where  the 
county  allotment  was  not  sufficient  to 
give  the  5-acre  man  the  5  acres  to  which 
he  was  entitled. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  This  amendment 
is  intended  to  insure,  then,  that  each 
man  has  at  least  5  acres;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  No;  if  the  farmer 
has  grown  3  acres,  he  will  get  3  acres. 
If  he  has  grown  4  acres,  he  will  get  4 
acres.  If  he  has  grown  5  acres,  he  will 
get  5  acres.  That  is  the  maximum. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Then,  the  purpose 
of  the  amendment  is  to  insure  that  if  in 
the  past  the  farmer  has  grown  5  acres, 
that  much  acreage  will  be  assured  to 
him  as  the  minimum.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  amendment 
provides  that  minimum  in  the  State. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  the  State  or  in 
the  county? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  In  the  State. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  other  words, 
this  has  to  be  done  at  the  State  level. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Certainly,  because 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill  many 
counties  would  not  get  sufficient  acre¬ 
age  to  be  able  to  build  up  the  5-acre 
farmers  to  that  amount. 

This  amendment  was  presented  to  the 
committee  by  my  colleague  the  junior 
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Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis] 
and  myself. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  the  first  place,  this 
amendment  would  not  change  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  acreage  in  the  bill,  as  between 
the  States,  would  it? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  KERR.  In  the  second  place,  as 
I  understand  the  amendment,  it  does  not 
apply  to  a  State  with  reference  to  which 
the  allocation  in  the  bill  is  inadequate 
to  give  the  65  percent  of  the  3 -year 
average  to  all  the  farmers  in  the  State. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  That  is  correct. 

This  amendment  does  not  add  an  acre 
to  this  bill.  The  amendment  purely  has 
to  do  with  the  distribution  of  each  State’s 
quota,  after  each  State  secures  its  quota. 

Mr.  KERR.  The  amendment  has  to 
do  with  distribution  within  a  State  if 
there  is  any  surplus  acreage  left  after 
every  farmer  has  received  65  percent  of 
the  3 -year  average.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  is  correct. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HILL.  This  amendment  means 
that  in  most  of  the  States  the  farmer 
who  has  had  5  acres  will  get  his  5  acres, 
does  it  not? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  As  a  practical 
proposition,  yes;  the  amendment  will 
mean  that,  except  as  to  Florida  and 
Texas,  which  require  approximately 
80,000  acres. 

Mr.  HILL.  But  in  all  the  other  States, 
as  a  practical  operation  this  amend¬ 
ment  means  that  the  farmer  who  has 
had  5  acres  will  get  his  5  acres  this  year, 
does  it  not? 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  It  means  that  the 
farmer  in  practically  every  State  will  get 
the  exemption  to  which  the  law  says  he 
is  entitled. 

Mr.  HILL.  Yes;  in  practically  every 
State. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  committee. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
say  that  I  think  this  bill  is  a  distinct 
improvement  over  the  orders  issued  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  and  the 
allotment  of  17,900.000  acres  to  all  the 
cotton-producing  States  of  the  Nation. 
However,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  bill 
contains  features  which  are  discrimina¬ 
tory  and  unjustified. 

I  believe  the  provision  which  provides 
for  315,000  additional  acres,  and  then 
gives  half  of  that  acreage  to  3  States 
arbitrarily,  and  not  on  the  basis  of 
permanent  legislation  which  has  been  in 
effect  for  years,  is  unjustified  and  con¬ 
stitutes  special  privilege  by  legislation, 
in  favor  of  the  beneficiary  States,  and 
against  the  great  majority  of  the  cot¬ 
ton-producing  States. 

I  have  been  greatly  impressed  by  what 
has  been  said  here  about  the  emergency 
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features  of  the  bill.  I  have  been  some- 
what  intimidated  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee ;  who  has  dared  Senatois 
to  move  to  recommit  the  bill  if  it  does 
not  suit  them— in  effect  saying  to  them 
that  they  will  either  take  this  bill  or  the 
Benson  order  of  17,900,000  acres. 

Mr.  President,  I  respect  the  commit- 


Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  did  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  when 
he  referred  to  “the  Benson  order.”  He 
means,  does  he  not,  that  the  public  law 
requires  the  cotton  acreage  to  be  that 
much,  unless  Congress  enacts  the  meas¬ 
ure  now  before  the  Senate? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  understood  there  was 
a  man  by  the  name  of  Benson,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture,  and  that  he  had 
issued  an  order  about  the  cotton  acre¬ 
age  allotments  for  1954. 

Mr.  THYE.  In  order  that  we  may  be 
certain  we  are  not  accusing  one  man, 
let  me  say  there  is  a  public  law  which 
this  Congress  or  a  previous  Congress 
enacted,  and  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  must  follow  that  provision  of  law. 
Therefore,  in  the  event  this  Congress 
does  nothing  about  the  pending  measure, 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  must  revert 
to  that  public  law;  and  therefore  there 
would  be  only  17,900,000-plus  acres  of 
cotton  to  allocate  to  the  States  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  historic  base  that  each 
State  and  each  county  had. 

As  a  member  of  the  subcommittee,  I, 
along  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland],  studied 
the  question  covered  by  the  pending 
legislative  proposal.  We  studied  it  as 
carefully  as  any  three  men  could.  We 
were  sexwing  as  a  subcommittee  of  the 
full  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  This  measure  was  the  very  best 
we  could  possibly  recommend  to  the  full 
committee  and  to  the  Senate. 

The  only  reason  why  special  acreage 
allotments  were  provided  for  or  taken 
into  consideration  for  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia  was  simply  that  there  is  a  growing 
population  in  the  Nation.  No  one  can 
deny  that.  California  and  Arizona  had 
some  land  come  into  production,  through 
irx-igation;  and  some  came  into  produc¬ 
tion  because  of  a  military  request  or  a 
national-defense  measure. 

When  the  drastic  cut-back  occurred 
because  of  a  previous  public  law,  the  sub¬ 
committee,  acting  for  the  full  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
arrived  at  the  only  possible  sound  rec¬ 
ommendation,  as  embodied  in  the  pro¬ 
vision  for  Arizona  and  California.  So 
that  the  subcommittee  would  be  correct 
in  its  consideration,  the  question  was 
submitted  to  a  farm  organization  repre¬ 
senting  the  cotton-producing  States  of 
the  South,  in  order  that  they  might  as¬ 
sist  in  advising  us.  This  particular  farm 
group  gave  consideration  and,  according 
to  their  best  judgment,  made  to  us  a 
recommendation  which  we  embodied 
along  with  the  best  judgment  that  those 
of  us  serving  on  the  subcommittee  had; 
and  we  submitted  it  to  the  full  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  and  the 


full  committee  finally  acted.  That  is 
the  question  before  us. 

With  all  due  respect  to  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  from  Oklahoma,  I  ask 
him  not  to  refer  to  the  law  as  one  indi¬ 
vidual's  law,  because  the  National  Leg¬ 
islature  enacted  the  law  to  provide  17,- 
900,000  plus  acres  as  a  cotton  base.  That 
is  what  we  shall  have  if  we  do  not  pass 
some  other  measure. 

Mr.  KERR.  Did  the  Senator  name 
the  particular  farm  organization  which 
made  the  recommendation?  If  he  did,  I 
did  not  understand  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  shall  be  very  happy  to 
name  it.  It  was  the  National  Farm 
Bui-eau  Federation,  which  happened  to 
consider  the  subject  at  one  of  its  na¬ 
tional  conferences.  I  had  met  those 
gentlemen  before,  not  only  in  connection 
with  discussions  of  the  cotton  question, 
but  in  the  discussion  of  other  agi’icultural 
questions.  I  have  found  them  to  be  a 
pretty  reliable  body  on  which  to  lean. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Minnesota  for  his  confes¬ 
sions  and  observations.  But,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  do  not  recognize  the  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  as  the  agricultural  authority 
for  prescribing  farm  programs  for  the 
State  of  Oklahoma.  I  recognize  them 
as  a  great  organization.  Their  president 
probably  is  the  most  powei-ful  contribu¬ 
tion  that  the  Republican  Party  has  made 
to  this  administi'ation.  However,  I  do 
not  happen  to  agree  with  him  on  many 
vital  issues  affecting  the  people  of  Okla¬ 
homa.  Nor  do  I  permit  him  to  speak  for 
me  on  this  floor.  Nor  am  I  bound  by 
what  he  says  when  he  speaks.  If  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  wishes  to  be  so 
bound,  that  is  his  privilege;  but  I  dis¬ 
own  it  either  as  a  privilege  or  obligation 
of  the  senior  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KERR.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  question  I  wish  to 
ask  the  Senator  is  this:  Was  not  the 
Senator  mistaken  when  he  referred  to 
a  cotton-acreage  allotment  as  one  indi¬ 
vidual’s  proposal?  Was  he  not  mis¬ 
taken  when  he  referred  to  it  as  an  ofder 
of  Mr.  Benson  rather  than  as  a  public 
law  on  the  statute  books? 
h  Mr.  KERR.  In  that  regard  I  will  say 
I  that  I  do  not  agree  with  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  in  the  interpretation 
which  he  accepted,  either  from  the  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  or  from  his  Solicitor, 
as  to  the  amount  of  aci'eage  that  should 
be  allotted  for  the  year  1954,  under  the 
law  then  in  effect.  If  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  wishes  to  accept  without 
question  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  as  to  the  meaning  of  law, 
that  is  his  privilege;  but  it  is  neither 
my  prerogative  nor  my  duty.  I  disown  it 
and  disclaim  it  and  refuse  to  be  bound 
by  it.  I  say  that  it  was  a  Benson  oi’der. 
I  say  that  there  are  serious  differences 
of  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  allot- 
•  ment  could  have  been  anything  else.  I, 
for  one,  am  of  the  belief  that  it  did  not 
have  to  be  that  figure.  Its  issuance  by 
Benson  makes  it  neither  legal,  sacred, 
nor  above  criticism  or  dispute,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned.  Does  that  answer  the 
question  of  the  Senator  fi-om  Minnesota? 


Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  will  still  have  to  admit  that  it  is  a 
public  law. 

Mr.  KERR.  No.  The  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  pi-oclaims  that  it  was  an  order 
issued  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  THYE.  Under  a  public  law. 

Mr.  KERR.  Based  upon  what  he  said 
his  concept  of  a  public  law  was,  yes; 
with  which  concept  I  do  not  agree. 

I  do  not  acknowledge  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  can  speak  for  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma;  and  I  wish  to 
say  to  my  good  fi'iend  from  Minnesota 
that  he  is  free  from  any  such  bonds  or 
shackles,  except  as  he  chooses  to  accept 
them. 

I  repeat  that  I  prefer  the  provisions 
of  this  bill,  as  reported  by  the  committee, 
to  the  Benson  order.  But  I  still  agree 
with  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]  that  the  bill 
contains  provisions  which  constitute  leg¬ 
islative  special  privileges  for  certain 
States  and  certain  industries. 

The  provision  with  reference  to  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
spend  $100  million  to  support  the  price 
of  Irish  potatoes  is  no  part  of  the  emer¬ 
gency  cotton  acreage  situation  which 
confronts  the  Congress.  I  wish  to  say 
to  my  good  friend  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland],  for  whom  I  have  as  much  re¬ 
spect  and  affection  as  for  any  other 
Member  of  the  Senate,  that  I  could  not 
be  in  more  complete  disagreement  with 
any  man  than  I  am  with  him  when  he 
says  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  spent  money  for  the  benefit  of  the 
meat  producei's,  in  spending  $100  million 
to  buy  canned  meat,  hambui-ger,  and 
canned  gravy  from  the  packei-s.  That 
operation  has  left  the  pi-oducers  where 
it  found  them — broke — and  it  has  re¬ 
sulted,  in  1953,  in  the  packers  having  an 
increase  of  50  percent  in  their  net  profits 
over  the  preceding  year.  It  was  an  act 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  which 
penalized  the  consumers.  It  raised  the 
price  of  processed  meat  on  every  meat 
counter  in  America.  He  did  not  com¬ 
pete  with  the  packer  for  the  live  animal, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  producer.  He  com¬ 
peted  with  the  millions  of  consumers  of 
the  country  for  the  product,  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  packers.  Their  financial  re¬ 
ports  for  last  year  reflect  greatly  in¬ 
creased  profits,  brought  about  dhectly 
by  reason  of  the  bonus  with  which  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  provided  them, 
under  the  guise  of  an  act  on  his  part  for 
the  benefit  of  the  meat  producers. 

Let  me  say  to  the  sponsors  of  the  po¬ 
tato  amendment  that  if  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  uses  section  32  money  for 
the  benefit  of  potato  producers  on  the 
same  basis  that  it  is  claimed  he  used  it 
for  the  benefit  of  cattle  producers,  he 
will  spend  the  money  buying  potato 
chips,  French-fried  potatoes,  industrial 
alcohol,  and  vodka,  which  are  the  prod¬ 
ucts  of  the  processors  of  Irish  potatoes, 
and  which,  I  assure  Senators,  will  lend 
small  comfort  to  the  producers  of  the 
potatoes. 

Mr.  President,  this  is  an  emergency 
measure.  I  resent  the  fact  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  has  said  to 
the  Senate,  “Take  it  or  recommit  it.” 
That  is  intimidation  and  coercion  which 
is  unjustified  and  unwarranted. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


195  k 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  KERB.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Will  the  Senator  permit 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  to  accept  the 
compliment  just  paid  him  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oklahoma?  The  Senator  from 
Vermont  is  very  happy  to  learn  that  he 
can  intimidate  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa,  but  he  is  sure  that  he  has  not 
rendered  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
speechless. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  will  say  that  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Vermont  is  ever  rendered 
speechless,  it  will  be  a  phenomenon 
which  I  have  never  contemplated,  and 
the  evidences  of  which  I  have  yet  to  see. 
I  compliment  his  power,  yes;  but 
neither  his  using  it  nor  his  parading  it. 
Perhaps  the  emergency  is  sufficient  to 
justify  bowing  to  coercion  and  intimi¬ 
dation,  but  I  hope  the  day  will  never 
come  when  those  who  represent  the  rank 
and  file  of  the  cotton  producers  will  be 
in  the  position  of  intimidating  or  coerc¬ 
ing  anyone  in  order  to  obtain  simple  jus¬ 
tice  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  I  call  up  an  amendment, 
on  page  2,  line  5. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  But¬ 
ler  of  Maryland  in  the  chair) .  The 
amendment  will  be  stated  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
line  5,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  the  word 
“one-half”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
word  “one-fourth.” 

On  page  2,  line  6,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  the  word  “one-half”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  the  word  “three-fourths.” 

Mr.  KERR.  The  effect  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  to  reallocate  the  315,000 
bonus  acreage  which  is  provided  for  in 
the  bill,  and  would  distribute  it  one- 
fourth  to  the  3  Western  States  and 
three-fourths  to  the  historic  cotton- 
producing  States.  I  believe,  in  the  in¬ 
terest  of  equity  and  justice,  and  in  order 
to  eliminate  to  some  extent  the  discrimi¬ 
natory  features  of  the  language  of  the 
bill  as  written,  the  amendment  should  be 
adopted. 

Mi*.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  amendment  would  be  to  take 
away  from  the  States  of  New  Mexico, 
Arizona,  and  California  an  allotment  of 
cotton  acreage  which  is  absolutely  essen¬ 
tial  if  distress  among  numerous  cotton 
growers  in  those  States  is  to  be  avoided. 

So  far  as  the  large  cotton  operators  in 
my  State  are  concerned — and  I  believe 
the  statement  applies  to  California — ■ 
namely,  those  who  are  able  to  stand  a 
reduction,  it  would  be  much  better  for 
them  in  the  long  run  to  allow  nature  to 
take  its  course,  so  to  speak;  that  is,  to 
allow  the  cotton  to  be  produced  in  those 
areas  of  the  United  States  where  a  pound 
of  it  can  be  produced  at  less  cost  than 
elsewhere.  That  is  the  reason  why  there 
has  been  an  increase  in  the  cotton  acre¬ 
age  in  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  Cali¬ 
fornia.  In  those  States  cotton  can  be 
produced  at  less  cost — in  fact,  at  about 
half  the  cost — because  they  can  produce 
more  pounds  per  acre. 

If  there  were  no  action  taken  at  all, 
and  the  allotment  remained  at  17,900,000 
acres,  we  would  have  to  endure  it  only  for 
1  year,  certainly  for  not  more  than  2 
years,  and  even  in  the  second  year  we 


would  get  credit  for  the  acreage  history 
which  we  would  have  made  in  1953,  and 
that  history  would  help  us  along. 

There  are  those  in  the  Western  areas — 
and  I  am  speaking  now  about  the  large 
growers — who,  because  of  their  financial 
ability,  would  be  pleased  to  see  the  allot¬ 
ment  remain  as  it  is.  But  that  would  be 
exceedingly  hard  on  a  large  number  of 
people  who  have  grown  cotton  only  for  a 
short  time,  for  they  would  be  reduced  to 
practically  no  acreage  at  all. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  AIKEN.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  understand  that  the  acreage  re¬ 
ferred  to  is  hardship  acreage? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Where  is  the  hardship? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  hardship  is  in  the 
States  to  which  the  additional  acreage 
has  been  assigned  by  the  committee  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Hardship  is  the  sole 
reason  for  the  assignment  of  the  acreage. 
The  impression  seems  to  have  spread 
that  some  very  wealthy  cotton  producers 
have  gone  into  the  cotton-growing  busi¬ 
ness  in  Arizona  and  California  and  that 
they  are  the  ones  who  would  be  bene¬ 
fited  by  the  provision  referred  to  and 
which  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  seeks 
to  strike  out.  The  provision  was  not  put 
into  the  bill  for  that  purpose  at  all.  It 
was  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  the 
smaller  growers,  namely,  those  who  have 
been  planting  cotton  for  only  a  year  or 
two.  In  two  counties  in  Arizona,  Yuma, 
and  Cochise  County,  cotton  has  been 
planted  only  recently  to  any  great  extent. 
They  would  have  practically  no  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  plant  anything  at  all.  They 
would  have  to  go  out  of  the  business. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  that  because 
they  have  been  planting  cotton  for  only 
the  past  3  years  or  so? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  And  because  each 
year  they  have  doubled  or  tripled  the 
planting  of  the  year  before? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  They  have  planted 
more  acres  to  cotton.  The  result  is  that 
they  are  building  up  a  cotton  history, 
which  they  do  not  have  now. 

Such  a  history  would  be  immensely 
valuable  to  them.  If  we  did  nothing  but 
stand  by  what  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  has  done,  those  who  could  afford  it 
would  be  better  off,  because  they  would 
have  the  benefit  of  the  history  which  has 
been  built  up  in  the  past  2  or  3  years, 
but  which  does  not  do  them  any  good 
now. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  On  the  face  of  it, 
it  looks  like  discrimination  to  place  a  spe¬ 
cial  provision  in  the  bill  to  take  care  of 
growers  who  just  recently  started  to 
plant  and  grow  cotton,  whereas  the  his¬ 
toric  cotton-producing  States,  which 
have  grown  cotton  all  the  time,  must 
make  a  concession  in  order  to  aid  those 
States  which  just  recently  entered  the 
production  of  cotton.  On  the  face  of  it. 
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it  appears  to  be  unfair  to  ask  the  older 
States  to  make  these  tremendous  sacri¬ 
fices.  I  do  not  charge  that  to  be  a  fact, 
but  I  say,  on  the  face  of  it,  it  looks  as 
though  we  are  giving  some  special  con¬ 
sideration  to  States  which  have  just 
started  the  growing  of  cotton. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Let  me  point  out,  first, 
that  the  total  increase  in  the  bill  is 
divided  between  the  old  cotton-growing 
States  and  the  new  cotton- growing 
States,  and  that  it  is  a  provision  by 
which  distress  may  be  relieved. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wish  to  make  two 
points:  First,  with  respect  to  the  new 
cotton  growers,  the  history  is  based  upon 
a  5-year  period.  The  law  refers  to  the 
5  years  preceding  the  year  in  which  the 
proclamation  of  quotas  is  made.  That 
means  that  on  1954  quotas,  announced 
in  1953,  the  years  1952,  1951,  1950,  1949, 
and  1948.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  ruled  that  since  1949  cannot  be 
counted,  the  year  1947  is  to  be  used  in¬ 
stead.  The  cotton  growers  in  California 
wanted  to  take  the  Secretary  into  court. 
I  believe  they  could  take  him  into  court 
successfully,  because  the  law  calls  for  the 
last  5  years.  However,  a  6-year  period 
is  taken,  with  the  year  1949  being 
dropped  out  because  it  was  not  to  be 
counted. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  being  done 
without  any  authority  of  law.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  That  is  correct. 
The  Secretary  has  made  a  very  careful 
study  of  it,  but  I  know  what  we  intended 
to  do,  because  I  wrote  that  part  of  the 
bill. 

The  second  point  I  wish  to  make  is 
that  cotton-producing  States  get  credit 
for  other  crops  planted.  In  many  States 
during  the  war  the  farmers  would  stop 
growing  cotton  for  a  few  years  and  get 
credit  for  the  production  of  other  crops. 
We  always  carried  the  credits  ahead, 
and  some  States  received  dual  credit,  one 
credit  for  wheat,  for  example,  and  an¬ 
other  for  cotton,  grown  on  the  same  land, 
or  they  would  get  credit  for  cotton  and 
proceed  to  plant  soybeans. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator  meant  that  it  was  done  in  my 
State. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  sure  it  was 
not  done  in  the  State  of  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Will  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  confirm  what  I  say,  namely, 
that  if  it  comes  to  choosing  between  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  and  standing  on 
the  law  as  it  reads  today  we  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Arizona,  and  California  would  be  in 
a  far  better  position  eventually  if  we 
abided  by  the  present  law. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  it  in  my  mind. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Because  we  would  gain 
immediately  under  the  historic  basis,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  if  we  stopped  production  for 
1  year  we  would  get  credit  for  the  acre¬ 
age.  In  other  words,  it  is  inevitable  that 
the  growing  of  cotton  will  move  west 
where  it  can  be  grown  at  less  cost  a 
pound. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  the  Senator 
is  entirely  correct.  I  have  been  in  a 
cotton  meeting  in  his  State  and  sat  right 
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beside  him  while  the  cotton  farmers  were 
saying  they  would  prefer  to  have  the  17- 
million-acre  allotment  stand  for  the  next 
year,  but  I  think  that  would  work  great 
hardship  across  the  country,  and  it  would 
work  great  hardship  in  the  Senator  s 
State.  There  were  persons  in  the  meet¬ 
ing  who  could  stand  it,  but  the  small 
cotton  farmer  of  Arizona  could  not  stand 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  was  about  to  ask 
the  Senator  whether  he  considered  the 
provision  to  give  half  of  the  approxi¬ 
mately  300.000  acres  special  increase  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  to  the  three  States  men¬ 
tioned  would  be  an  advantage  to  those 
States  over  the  original  allotment  of 
17,900,000  acres? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  They  would  have  to  be 
balanced  in  order  really  to  determine 
what  would  be  best. 

What  I  was  trying  to  say  was  that  in 
Arizona,  California,  and  New  Mexico  we 
can  grow  cotton  at  less  cost  than  else¬ 
where  in  the  United  States.  We  can  pro¬ 
duce  more  pounds  per  acre  at  less  cost 
per  pound.  The  grade  of  cotton  we 
grow  by  careful  selection  of  seed  is  the 
kind  of  cotton  the  manufacturer  desires 
to  buy.  Proportionately,  in  that  there 
are  not  so  many  pounds  going  into  the 
loan  as  in  the  South. 

Those  are  facts  which  cannot  be  over¬ 
looked.  It  is  clearly  indicated  that  the 
movement  is  to  the  West.  While  it  may 
be  a  disadvantage  to  the  South  this  year 
and  next  year,  if  the  law  operates  as  it 
must,  and  we  go  along  in  the  regular 
way,  we  will  continue  to  grow  more  cot¬ 
ton  in  the  western  area,  and  as  we  build 
up  our  acreage - 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator 
means,  does  he  not,  that  if  there  were  no 
controls  the  farmers  would  continue  to 
build  up  a  cotton-producing  history. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Yes.  Or,  if  we  had 
controls,  we  would  still  gain  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  additional  history  made  prior  to 
the  controls.  We  have  devoted  much  of 
the  land  to  cotton  in  the  past  2  or  3  years, 
and  do  not  have  a  5-year  history. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  tho’ught  I  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator  to  say  that  without 
this  special  increase  and  special  alloca¬ 
tion  assigned  to  the  3  States  men¬ 
tioned,  his  State  would  really  be  better 
off  with  an  allocation  of  17,900,000  acres 
instead  of  one  of  21,000,000  acres. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  The  increased  amount 
provided  for  in  the  bill  is  divided  between 
the  old  cotton-growing  States  and  the 
new  cotton-growing  States.  The  old 
cotton-growing  States  get  as  many  addi¬ 
tional  acres  as  do  the  new  ones.  We 
need  to  take  care  of  the  small  grower, 
not  the  large  producer  who  could  worry 
along  very  well  on  the  basis  of  17,900,000 
acres. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  What  I  do  not 
understand  is  why  the  3  States  need 
to  take  care  of  the  small  growers  when 
an  overall  increase  of  3,000,000  acres  is 
provided  above  the  17,900,000  acres  under  j 
existing  law. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Because  we  do  not 
have  the  background  of  a  cotton- growing 
history.  We  would  not  have  more  than 
10  or  15  percent  of  the  acreage,  because 
cotton  planting  in  the  western  area  is 
so  recent.  The  provision  is  designed  to  : 
meet  hardship  cases. 


Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  understood  from 
the  junior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
awhile  ago,  in  discussing  the  provisions 
of  the  bill,  that  this  is  a  stop-gap  bill,  a 
measure  to  meet  the  emergency  situation 
of  this  year,  because  of  the  planting 
season  being  right  at  hand,  so  that  if  any 
legislation  is  to  be  enacted  it  must  be 
enacted  quickly  in  order  to  make  it  effec¬ 
tive  for  this  year;  but  after  this  year,  in 
the  general  legislation  which  is  to  follow, 
the  overall  farm  program  legislation, 
such  special  features,  such  as  this  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill,  will  not  be  required. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No;  because,  in  the 
meantime,  we  shall  have  built  up  our 
history  of  cotton  growing.  . 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  It  is  to  enable  the 
farmers  this  year  to  build  up  their  his¬ 
tory  so  that  next  year  in  permanent 
legislation  they  can  be  on  an  even  basis 
with  the  traditional  cotton-growing 
States  without  asking  any  special  pro¬ 
vision  for  increased  acreage. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  think  the  Senator 
has  stated  it  well. 

There  is  one  other  matter  I  should 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate,  with  reference  to  Anderson, 
Clayton  &  Co.  They  are  represented  in 
Arizona  by  a  subsidiary  which  buys  and 
gins  cotton.  The  only  amortization  I 
know  of  was  in  connection  with  a  com¬ 
pany  called  the  Federal  Warehouse  & 
Compress  Co.,  whose  headquarters  I 
think,  are  in  Memphis.  It  is  made  up 
of  people  from  Arkansas  and  Tennes¬ 
see  who  moved  to  Arizona  and  erected 
some  oil  mills.  My  recollection  is  they 
received  tax  amortization  on  three  of 
those  mills.  But  that  does  not  apply  to 
Anderson,  Clayton  &  Co.  The  mills 
were  badly  needed  in  order  to  take  care 
of  the  situation. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  compresses. 
We  needed  them  very  badly.  The  nor¬ 
mal  market  for  the  cotton  produced  in 
that  area  before  the  war  was  Japan. 
We  hope  that  in  due  time  the  bales  can 
be  compressed  for  shipment  overseas. 

Mr.  President,  I  urge  the  Senate  not 
to  adopt  the  amendment  proposed  by 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 

1  Mr.  Anderson  1,  who  has  had  charge  of 
the  bill,  has  stated  that  the  necessity  for 
the  expeditious  enactment  of  the  bill  as 
proposed  prevented  the  consideration  of 
some  provisions  which  certainly  some 
farmers  and  those  who  represent  some 
of  the  farmers  feel  should  be  in  inde¬ 
pendent  legislation. 

I  think  we  all  realize  the  necessity  for 
expeditious  action  on  this  bill.  Some 
provisions  which  we  may  call  long-term 
provisions  have  already  been  adverted 
to,  but  I  desire  to  emphasize  what  I  feel 
to  be  the  need  for  those  provisions  in 
independent  legislation  by  referring  to 

2  or  3  of  them. 

Specifically,  I  should  like  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  the  authority  for 
the  use  of  reserve  acreage,  both  at  the 
county  and  State  levels,  should  be 
broadened.  This  would  provide  State 
and  county  committees  with  the  ma¬ 
chinery  to  meet  more  adequately  prob¬ 
lems  commonly  referred  to  as  “hardship 
cases.”  Local  farmer-elected  commit¬ 
teemen  are  more  nearly  in  a  position  to 
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judge  the  extent  of  hardships  and  should 
have  the  latitude  to  meet  local  condi¬ 
tions  at  the  local  level. 

Secondly,  while  the  percentage  of 
cropland  factor  method  of  distributing 
acreage  by  the  county  to  the  farm,  as 
is  now  provided  in  the  law,  fits  some 
parts  of  the  Cotton  Belt,  a  farm  history 
method  of  distribution  would  more 
nearly  fill  the  requirements  of  other 
sections. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is  what  I  was 
particularly  interested  in.  So,  I  in¬ 
quired  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  regarding 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  on  page  3,  lines 
14  to  19,  inclusive,  which  were  amended 
a  while  ago  by  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland]  which  does 
give  the  county  committee  discretion  to 
use  1  of  3  methods. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 
I  was  going  to  invite  attention  to  that 
fact.  The  bill  does  give  the  county  com¬ 
mittees  a  discretionary  power  to  make 
the  selection. 

As  I  understand,  this  provision,  which 
is  considered  highly  desirable,  applies 
only  to  1954.  As  I  said  in  the  first  in¬ 
stance,  I  wish  to  call  attention  to  what  I 
would  call  long-term  provisions,  which  I 
think  ought  to  be  included  in  any  cotton 
legislation,  not  merely  for  1954,  but  also 
for  succeeding  years.  That  is  what  I  am 
.  calling  attention  to. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  was  particularly 
interested  in  having  the  emergency  leg¬ 
islation  give  such  authority  and  discre¬ 
tion  to  the  county  committees,  because  I 
feel  that  they  know  best  what  will  fit 
the  local  situations,  and  can  more  equi¬ 
tably  provide  for  the  extra  allotment  or 
distribution.  In  my  opinion,  although 
there  may  be  some  exceptions,  generally 
the  historical  basis  is  the  better  way  to 
handle  the  matter. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Arkansas  for  his  contribution.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arkansas  and  I  find  ourselves 
in  full  accord.  What  I  was  seeking  to 
do  was  to  emphasize  that  this  provision 
ought  to  be  carried  not  only  for  1954,  but 
should  be  written  into  the  law  for  suc- 
xgeding  years. 

Thirdly,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
should  have  the  authority  to  take  into 
consideration  normal  underplantings 
and  abandoned  acres  in  setting  the  level 
of  allotment  for  any  particular  year. 

The  5-year  rate  of  abandonment  is  2]/£ 
percent  of  the  total  acreage  planted  to 
cotton.  In  1953,  the  rate  of  abandon¬ 
ment  was  estimated  by  the  USD  A  at 
3.7  percent. 

In  1950,  the  last  year  of  acreage  con¬ 
trols,  underplantings  amounted  to  more 
than  10  percent  of  the  total  allotment. 
The  Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  Ag¬ 
riculture  has  ruled  that  the  Secretary 
does  not  have  the  authority  to  take  these 
important  facts  into  consideration  in 
making  his  calculations. 
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The  Secretary  should  be  permitted  to 
use  all  of  the  information  available  to 
him  in  arriving  at  an  allotment  figure. 

Finally,  S.  2643  provides  that  the  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  allotted  to  States  will 
first  be  used  by  State  committees  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  all  farms  will  receive  an  allot¬ 
ment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  percent  of 
the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  or  40 
percent  of  the  highest  acreage  planted 
on  the  farm  in  any  one  of  these  3  years, 
provided  that  this  acreage  does  not  ex¬ 
ceed  50  percent  of  the  tilled  land  on  the 
farm.  This  50  percent  cropland  limita¬ 
tion  more  nearly  fits  the  farming  sys¬ 
tem  in  irrigated  areas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Does  the  Senator 
believe  that  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  might  properly  consider  these  sug¬ 
gestions? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  only  reason  I  am  now 
addressing  the  Senate  is  that  I  very 
much  hope  the  committee  of  conference 
will  give  these  matters  their  earnest  con¬ 
sideration,  and  do  some  of  the  very  things 
I  am  certain  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
and  I  very  much  wish  to  see  done.  I 
agree  with  the  position  of  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  hope  that  when 
the  bill  goes  to  conference,  the  conferees 
will  go  thoroughly  into  the  matters  and 
consider  them  carefully.  I  hope  that 
as  many  of  these  provisions  as  possible 
will  be  written  into  the  bill  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference. 

Incidentally,  the  conference  commit¬ 
tee  will  have  very  wide  latitude  because, 
as  the  Senator  knows,  there  are  2  dif¬ 
ferent  bills,  1  passed  by  the  House,  and 
the  bill  now  before  the  Senate.  So,  un¬ 
der  the  rules,  the  conference  will  have 
very  wide  latitude. 

Mr.  HILL.  Furthermore,  this  feature 
would  benefit  most  the  farmers  who  have 
helped  to  build  the  surplus  by  failure  to 
practice  diversification  and  continuing 
to  plant  a  high  percentage  of  their  crop¬ 
land  in  cotton.  This  extra  benefit  to 
the  high-planting  farm  would  be  at  the 
expense  of  the  family  farmer,  who  has 
sought  diligently  to  diversify  his  farm¬ 
ing.  A  40 -percent  cropland  limitation 
on  hardship  cotton  acres  would  prevent 
inequities  on  farms  that  have  continued 
high  cotton  plantings  and,  at  the  same 
time,  would  assure  a  wider  and  fairer 
distribution  of  the  State’s  additional  cot¬ 
ton  allotment,  thereby  benefiting  a 
greater  number  of  farms.  This  is  the 
same  cropland  limitation  that  was  in  ef¬ 
fect  in  1950,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why 
it  would  not  work  equally  as  well  in  1954. 

In  conclusion,  I  wish  to  point  out  that 
both  the  Senate  and  the  House  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Agriculture  spent  many  days, 
during  the  summer  of  1953,  in  hearing 
and  considering  the  problems  of  cotton 
acreage  and  apportionment.  If  we  fail 
to  act  now  upon  these  questions  of  tech¬ 
nical  administration,  we  are  merely 
postponing,  for  a  few  weeks  or  months, 
problems  that  will  again  have  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  a  time  when  the  Members  of 
Congress  will  be  much  more  deeply  in¬ 
volved  in  other  pressing  legislation. 


The  farmer’s  welfare  and  the  welfare 
of  the  whole  Nation,  so  dependent  upon 
'the  economic  well-being  of  the  fanner, 

'  demands  that  we  act  now. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  I  heartily  favor  the 
40-percent  limitation.  I  hope  something 
along  that  line  can  be  worked  out  in  con¬ 
ference.  The  committee  agreed  to  it, 
but  the  solicitor  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  could  not  devise  a  gadget 
that  would  work.  He  is  now  working  on 
one.  If  he  can  develop  it,  I  think  it  will 
be  adopted. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi.  I  am  very  much  gratified 
to  know  that  he  feels  as  I  do  about  this 
provision.  I  may  say  that  I  am  also 
very  much  gratified  to  know  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi 
will  be  on  the  committee  of  conference. 
I  know  that  the  Senate  can  repose  great 
faith  in  him  as  a  member  of  the  con¬ 
ference,  feeling  as  he  does  with  particu¬ 
lar  reference  to  this  provision.  As  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Arkansas 
suggests  very  frankly  and  very  forth¬ 
rightly,  we  are  relying  on  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi. 

I  strongly  feel  that  the  provision  to 
which  I  have*adverted  should  be  includ¬ 
ed  in  cotton  legislation,  not  simply  for 
this  year,  but  also  for  succeeding  years. 
I  hope  the  committee  of  conference,  rep¬ 
resenting  the  Senate  and  the  House,  will 
have  the  same  desire  to  see  this  provi¬ 
sion  included  in  the  bill  and  will  report 
to  Congress  proposed  legislation  con¬ 
taining  such  a  provision. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point  ? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  was  about  to  yield  the 
floor,  but  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  California. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  hope  that  the 
proposed  legislation  which  has  been  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Senate  as  meeting  an 
emergency  situation,  which  I  believe  was 
generally  recognized  as  an  emergency, 
will  not  be  so  altered  by  the  conference 
committee  as  to  change  the  equity  of  the 
bill  or  the  spirit  in  which  it  has  been 
presented  to  the  Senate.  It  is  expected 
that  permanent  legislation  will  be  re¬ 
ported  later,  but  I  should  not  want  the 
statement  to  stand  in  the  Record  that 
there  was  a  general  invitation  so  to 
change  the  bill  that  it  would  come  back 
to  the  Senate  not  looking  like  the  type  of 
equitable  legislation  pending  before  the 
Senate  today. 

Mr.  HILL  I  may  say  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader  that  I  think  this 
provision  would  not  change  the  equity, 
the  justice,  or,  I  may  even  say,  in  many 
ways  the  emergency  nature  of  the  bill. 
I  think  these  provisions  would  greatly 
enhance  and  confirm  the  equity  and  jus¬ 
tice  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  As  I  understand  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  he  desires  to 
have  in  the  bill  a  workable,  legal  provi¬ 
sion  to  the  effect  that  if  the  West  wants 
50  percent,  it  can  have  it;  and  if  the 


South  wants  50  percent,  it  can  have  it. 

Mr.  HILL.  If  the  South  wants  40  per¬ 
cent,  it  can  have  it. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Yes ;  the  South  may 
have  it.  It  must  be  worked  out  in  a 
legal  manner. 

Mr.  HILL.  I  think  that  it  can  be 
worked  out  in  such  a  manner  that  it  will 
in  no  way  change  the  fundamental  char¬ 
acter  of  what  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Knowland]  has  referred  to 
as  the  equity  or  justice  of  the  pending 
bill. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  It  would  seem  to  me 
that  if  we  could  divide  the  315,000  acres 
in  such  a  way  that  it  meant  about  13 
and  a  fraction  percent  to  the  3  West¬ 
ern  States  and  about  1  percent  to 
the  other  States,  it  ought  to  be  possible 
to  split  the  cropland  allotment  in  some 
Way  that  would  do  justice  to  the  south¬ 
eastern  historic  cotton-growing  area,  at 
least. 

Mr.  HILL.  As  the  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  has  so  well  suggested,  I  think  there 
is  no  danger  of  injustice  in  the  proposal. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  think  the  proposal 
is  shot  through  with  justice. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HILL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  gave  me  the  privilege  of  reading 
portions  of  his  statement  before  he  de¬ 
livered  it  in  the  Senate,  so  I  am  familiar 
with  it,  although  I  was  not  in  the 
Chamber  at  the  time  he  delivered  it. 
The  Senator  from  Alabama  was  refer¬ 
ring  to  matters  of  administration  and 
changes  that  are  needed  in  the  law  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  the  acreage  allotments 
may  be.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  is  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  plead¬ 
ing  for  permanent,  continuing  legisla¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  law.  It  will  be  needed  as 
much  in  future  years  as  it  is  for  the  year 
1954. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  is  exactly  correct.  One  of  the  pro¬ 
visions  is  that  the  election  shall  be  left 
with  the  county  committee  as  to  which 
method  shall  be  used.  That  is  written 
into  the  1954  allotment.  I  say  that  is 
good.  We  ought  to  have  it  for  1954, 
and  we  ought  to  have  it  for  succeeding 
years. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  On  that  point,  no  one 
needs  to  be  disturbed  about  the  equity 
of  the  proposal. 

Mr.  HILL.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  would  enlighten  me  a  little  about 
the  question  of  the  difficulty  of  adjust¬ 
ment  with  the  Western  States.  On  page 
174  of  the  hearings  before  the  Senate 
committee  I  find  that  in  Alabama  there 
will  be  about  6V2  acres  per  voter,  and 
in  California  35.1  acres.  Why  is  it  so 
much  more  difficult  for  a  man  who  has 
a  large  farm  to  take  a  cut  than  it  is  for 
the  man  with  a  small  farm,  and  why  is 
that  an  argument  for  the  added  alloca¬ 
tion  to  California? 
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Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  President,  on  the  one 
hand,  I  do  not  believe  such  an  argument 
is  a  good  one,  and  on  the  other  hand,  I 
think  what  we  ought  to  do  is  to  encour¬ 
age,  as  much  as  possible,  what  we  call 
the  family  farm,  a  farm  on  which  a  man 
and  his  family  live.  He  and  his  family 
not  only  vote  there,  but  they  run  and 
operate  the  farm.  That  is  the  type  of 
farm  of  which  there  are  so  many  in 
Mississippi,  Alabama,  and  Arkansas. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  shall  vote  for  the  pending  bill 
with  a  great  deal  of  reluctance. 

It  is  a  measure  which  will  create  some 
injustices.  It  will  not,  in  every  instance, 
distribute  the  cotton  acreage  according 
to  strict  standards  of  fairness. 

Were  there  time,  I  would  offer  some 
amendments.  They  would  seek  to  meet 
the  peculiar  conditions  under  which  cot¬ 
ton  is  planted  in  Texas — conditions 
which  are  not  duplicated  on  the  same 
scale  in  any  other  State. 

Unfortunately,  there  is  not  time. 
Amendments  at  this  point  would  involve 
time-consuming  debate  and  study.  They 
would  result  in  delay,  and  our  cotton 
farmers,  particularly  the  cotton  farmers 
of  Texas,  cannot  afford  delay. 

Texas  every  year  plants  the  first  and 
almost  if  not  the  last  acre  of  cotton 
planted  in  the  United  States.  The 
planting  starts  in  south  Texas  and  moves 
gradually  north. 

A  few  of  our  farmers  in  South  Texas 
and  the  lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  will 
start  planting  before  the  end  of  the 
month.  Large-scale  planting  will  start 
early  in  February. 

Our  south  Texas  farmers  cannot  plan 
their  operations  with  any  confidence  in 
the  future  unless  Congress  acts  speed¬ 
ily.  Without  a  law,  they  will  not  know 
how  much  to  plant. 

I  do  not  feel  that  their  future  should 
be  jeopardized  by  a  prolonged  debate 
over  a  highly  complicated  issue.  There 
are  more  than  3,400.000  acres  of  cotton 
land  involved  in  this  bill — some  1,300,- 
000  additional  acres  for  Texas.  The 
farmers  of  America  are  entitled  to  know 
as  soon  as  possible  what  they  can  count 
upon  as  their  share. 

There  is  one  other  point  I  should  like 
to  make.  Between  the  Senate  and  the 
House  bills,  there  is  sufficient  leeway  to 
permit  an  adjustment  that  will  go  for 
toward  solving  the  situation.  This  ad¬ 
justment  can  be  reached  in  the  confer¬ 
ence  committee,  and  I  am  assured  by 
some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  Agriculture 
Committee  who  will  be  on  the  conference 
that  remedial  language  will  be  carefully 
considered  when  the  conferees  discuss 
both  the  House  and  Senate  bills. 

I  am  foregoing  lengthy  discussion  now 
on  the  unusual  problems  of  Texas — prob¬ 
lems  complicated  by  geographical  dis¬ 
tribution  and  different  types  of  farming. 

.  1  shall  be  ready  to  assist  the  conferees 
m  any  possible  manner.  It  is  a  difficult 
and  complex  issue  and  I  hope  it  can  be 
solved  in  a  spirit  of  reason.  I  also  hope 
there  will  come  back  to  the  Senate  in  a 
conference  report  a  bill  which  will  assist 
us  in  our  State  to  make  allotments  di¬ 
rectly  to  the  counties  on  the  same  basis 
on  which  the  national  allotments  are 
made  to  the  State. 


Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  it  has 
been  stressed  here  again  and  again  that 
the  pending  measure  is  emergency  legis¬ 
lation,  and  is  applicable  only  in  the  year 
1954,  and  on  that  basis,  and  on  that 
basis  alone,  I  have  been  able  to  bring 
myself  to  support  the  bill. 

I  can  see  no  justification  for  the  great 
increases  that  have  been  given  to  the 
irrigated  areas.  In  the  division  of  the 
extra  315,000  acres  we  find  that  157,000 
acres  is  given  to  3  States  which  are  com¬ 
parative  newcomers  in  cotton  produc¬ 
tion,  compared  with  the  157,000  which 
is  allocated  to  the  11  or  12  other  States 
which  have  been  engaged  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  cotton  for  many  decades.  More 
than  that,  another  gadget  has  been  in¬ 
serted  in  the  bill  which  has  the  effect 
of  giving  59,000  acres  to  the  States  of 
Arizona  and  California. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  the  economic 
shifts  which  have  occurred  in  the  life 
of  this  land  there  has  been  a  shift  in 
the  production  of  cotton  from  the  his¬ 
toric  areas  where  it  was  produced  for  so 
long,  areas  which  produced  cotton  and 
exported  it  to  the  markets  of  the  world 
in  sufficient  quantity  to  maintain  a  fa¬ 
vorable  balance  of  trade  for  our  country 
for  more  than  80  years  by  the  sale  of 
that  commodity  alone.  It  may  be  that 
cotton  can  be  produced  in  the  irrigated 
States  of  the  West  cheaper  than  in  the 
South,  and  that  the  old  cotton  States 
will  be  forced  out  of  the  cotton  business. 
If  that  is  to  happen  by  economic  forces, 
there  is  nothing  that  can  stop  it.  But, 
I  certainly  do  regret  that  it  is  found 
necessary  to  accelerate  that  program  on 
the  basis  of  gifts  such  as  will  be  awarded 
under  the  proposed  law. 

My  support  of  the  pending  bill  on  the 
1-year  basis  certainly  cannot  be  taken 
as  a  precedent  for  the  future  when  cotton 
legislation  is  before  this  body  for  con¬ 
sideration. 

There  are  some  provisions  in  the  bill 
that  will  prevent  a  great  many  hardships. 
The  additional  acreage  involved  is  neces¬ 
sary  because  of  a  very  patent  failure  in 
the  basic  law  which  provides  for  the 
distribution  of  cotton  on  the  basis  of 
historical  production  as  between  the 
States,  which  instructs  the  States  to  allo¬ 
cate  it  as  between  the  counties  in  the 
States  on  the  basis  of  historical  produc¬ 
tion,  and  then  in  the  counties  themselves, 
where  the  base  has  been  established  it 
is  distributed  on  the  basis  of  cropland. 

That  has  brought  about  a  great  dislo¬ 
cation  on  many  farms.  They  were  pre¬ 
pared  to  produce  cotton.  They  had  the 
labor  available.  Anyone  who  is  familiar 
with  agricultural  life  in  America  knows 
that  it  takes  more  -  downright  back¬ 
breaking  hand  labor  to  produce  cotton 
than  it  does  to  produce  any  other  com¬ 
modity  with  the  possible  exception  of 
tobacco. 

The  bill  does  eliminate  that  inequity  by 
giving  the  increased  acreage  on  the  65, 
40,  and  50  percent  basis. 

In  passing  I  wish  to  say  to  the  Senators 
who  have  spent  so  much  time  on  the  bill 
and  who  will  serve  as  conferees  that  I 
hope  that  some  arrangement  can  be 
worked  out  that  will  retain  the  40  percent 
basis,  at  least  for  the  Southeastern 
States. 
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Another  great  advantage  of  the  bill  is 
that  it  helps  to  cure  the  basic  weakness 
in  the  original  law,  which  distributes  the 
cotton  acreage  on  the  basis  of  cropland 
rather  than  on  the  historic  basis.  It  is 
very  helpful  to  have  in  the  proposed  bill 
a  provision  which  permits  any  farmer 
to  turn  in  to  the  county  committee  for 
redistribution  any  acreage  allotment 
which  he  will  not  use.  That  will  go  a 
long  way  in  remedying  some  of  the  more 
acute  conditions  and.  preventing  a  dislo¬ 
cation  of  many  farmers. 

If  some  relief  is  not  afforded  such  as 
is  provided  in  this  bill,  hundreds  of  the 
poorest  people  in  this  land,  those  who 
have  the  lowest  income  in  the  Nation, 
tenant  farmers  and  sharecroppers,  will 
practically  be  put  “in  the  road,”  because 
there  will  be  no  work  for  them  on  many 
farms  where  the  original  allotments  are 
so  small. 

I  share  the  hope  that  the  conferees 
will  devise  ways  and  means  of  providing 
permanent  legislation  that  will  establish 
a  fairer  and  more  equitable  basis  for  the 
distribution  of  our  basic  national  allot¬ 
ments  when  it  comes  to  the  distribution 
within  the  county  to  the  individual 
farms.  It  should  be  done  on  a  historic 
Cotton-acreage  basis  rather  than  on 
cropland. 

Mr.  President,  I  hope  that  the  bill  will 
eliminate  the  many  very  great  hardships 
that  would  have  been  prevalent  under 
the  failures  and  weaknesses  of  the  basic 
law.  It  is  a  1-year  bill.  I  hope  that 
the  conference  committee  will  devise  a 
fairer  measure  than  either  the  House  or 
Senate  bill.  If  one  is  proposed  which  is 
a  fairer  one  than  either  the  temporary 
legislation  or  the  permanent  legislation 
proposed  in  the  House  bill,  I  shall  give  it 
my  support. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  Senator  recog¬ 
nizes  the  fact  that  we  are  confronted 
with  an  emergency  situation? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  As  the  Senator  knows, 
if  time  were  not  of  the  very  essence,  the 
measure  undoubtedly  would  be  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  for  2  or  3  weeks,  dur¬ 
ing  which  time  we  would  thresh  out  once 
and  for  all  some  bf  these  very  important 
questions  regarding  the  allotment  of 
cotton  acreage.  I  regret  that  time  does 
not  permit  the  writing  of  a  more  equita¬ 
ble  bill.  However,  w'e  know  that  a  delay 
in  the  Senate  means  no  law  at  all  can  be 
enacted. 

I  desire  to  congratulate  my  friends 
from  the  wheat-producing  areas  for 
having  been  able,  last  year,  to  get 
through  legislation  relating  to  wheat  al¬ 
lotments,  and  not  be  confronted  with 
the  condition  in  which  those  of  us  who 
came  from  areas  that  are  primarily,  de¬ 
voted  to  the  production  of  cotton  find 
ourselves  today. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  wish  to  say  that 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  has  very  ably 
expressed  my  sentiments  regarding  this 
bill.  We  are  here  confronted  with  such 
a  situation  that  obviously  we  cannot  take 
time  to  try  to  solve  these  problems  and 
at  the  same  time  meet  the  urgency  that 
is  upon  us. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  We  are  confronted 
with  a  very  grave  condition,  and  we  are 
operating  with  a  very  tight  time  limita¬ 
tion.  For  that  reason  alone  I  can  jus¬ 
tify  my  support  of  the  pending  bill. 
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Mr.  GORE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Georgia  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  yield  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Tennessee. 

Mr.  GORE.  The  distinguished  and 
able  junior  Senator  from  Georgia  has 
voiced  the  thought  in  my  mind  more  ably 
than  I  could  have  done,  with  respect  to 
the  shift,  by  means  of  legislation,  in  the 
production  of  a  basic  commodity  from 
a  historic  area  of  production  to  a  new 
area  of  production. 

Will  not  the  Senator  from  Georgia, 
with  his  great  ability,  also  indicate  to  the 
Senate  his  agreement  with  me,  if  he 
entertains  it,  that  in  an  area  where  the 
production  is  the  product  of  many 
hands,  many  small  homesteads,  such  a 
shift  of  production  will  occasion  far 
greater  human  hardship  than  will  be  re¬ 
lieved  by  granting  additional  acreage  to 
certain  production  areas  where  the  land 
is  owned  in  large  tracts  and  is  irrigated, 
thereby  bringing  in  great  production? 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  well  knows  that  particularly  in 
the  hill  areas  of  his  Slate  and  my  State 
and  all  the  other  historic  cotton-pro-, 
ducing  States,  the  average  cotton  farm 
is  very  small,  sometimes  having  only  3, 
4,  or  5  acres.  Cotton  produced  there  is 
tediously  dug  out  of  the  ground — and  the 
hill  country  is  more  often  than  not  rocky 
ground — with  hoes  and  pony  plows. 
This  cotton  is  picked  by  the  fingers  of 
women  and  children  and  placed  into 
bags  swung  from  their  shoulders.  It  is 
carried  long  distances  on  weary  backs 
before  the  cotton  is  weighted  and  sent  to 
the  gin. 

This  tremendous  shift  in  cotton  to  the 
high  producing  irrigated  areas  is  a  great 
blow  to  thousands  of  small  family-sized 
farms.  The  large  number  of  cotton 
farms  in  any  one  of  the  historic  cotton 
producing  States  as  compared  with  the 
small  number  of  cotton  farms  in  the 
States  that  have  only  lately  come  into 
the  field  of  cotton  production  with  irri¬ 
gated  lands  will  demonstrate  that  when 
we  speak  in  terms  of  human  beings,  hu¬ 
man  welfare,  and  human  values,  we  are 
adversely  affecting  the  lives  of  thousands 
of  poor  people  by  reducing  the  only  cash 
income  they  have  when  we  take  cotton 
away  from  the  historic  cotton  producing 
States.  In  the  new  irrigated  areas  farm¬ 
ing  is  mechanized,  and  in  most  instances 
these  large  farms  are  owned  and  oper¬ 
ated  by  corporations. 

These  shifts  in  production  depress  the 
already  low  standards  of  living  of  the 
very  poorest  people  of  the  Nation.  Any 
table  of  statistics  relating  to  national 
income  which  can  possibly  be  produced 
will  show  that  the  lowest  annaul  income 
goes  to  the  small  cotton  farmers  of  the 
historic  Cotton  Belt. 

These  people  who  are  already  our 
poorest  will  be  further  disadvantaged  by 
shifts  in  production  to  the  corporate 
farms  in  irrigated  areas.  To  deny  them 
the  opportunity  to  produce  a  few  pounds 
of  cotton,  which  is  their  only  source  of 
cash  income,  is  a  serious  matter.  They 
are  so  poor  it  gets  down  to  a  question 
of  being  able  to  provide  shoes  for  their 


children.  Reductions  in  their  income 
involves  real  hardship  and  privation. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
fore  a  vote  is  taken  on  amendment  B,  I 
hope  the  Members  of  the  Senate  will 
realize  that  the  amendment  only  re¬ 
duces  the  acreage  for  the  State  of  New 
Mexico.  The  amendment  is  supposed 
to  reduce  by  one-half  the  hardship  acre¬ 
age  for  the  States  of  Arizona  and  Cali¬ 
fornia;  but  those  States  get  back  that 
same  acreage  under  the  34  percent 
gadget. 

I  am  trying  to  say  that  neither  Arizona 
nor  California  would  lose  one  acre  of 
production,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
amendment.  The  only  State  adversely 
affected  by  the  amendment  would  be  the 
State  of  New  Mexico,  which  would  lose 
11,000  acres. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KERR.  Does  the  Senator  say 
that  this  bill  is  written  in  such  a  way 
that  if  an  amendment  would  change  the 
discrimination  visited  in  one  paragraph 
upon  these  States,  they  would  regain 
that  acreage  by  other  provisions  in  other 
paragraphs  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  only  point  out 
that  the  amendment  as  now  written 
would  cut  11,000  acres  from  the  allot¬ 
ment  for  the  State  of  New  Mexico.  The 
amendment  would  not  touch  the  acreage 
in  Arizona;  it  would  not  touch  the  acre¬ 
age  in  California.  It  would  add  approxi¬ 
mately  50,000  acres  to  be  divided  among 
all  other  States. 

I  point  out  to  certain  Senators  that  I 
have  tried  to  be  fair  with  reference  to 
this  legislative  proposal. 

I  know  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
tried  very  hard  to  have  a  provision  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  bill  concerning  total  crop¬ 
land,  and  he  found  that  I  tried  my  very 
best  to  find  a  legal  basis  upon  which  it 
could  be  put  into  the  bill.  The  same 
statement  applies  to  many  other  recom¬ 
mendations  which  came  before  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

I  think  it  is  a  little  severe  to  cut  11,000 
acres  from  the  allocation  for  New  Mexico, 
which  did  not  have  to  have  another  gad¬ 
get  in  order  to  keep  its  acreage  in  line. 

If  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  wishes 
to  have  the  acreage  given  to  the  States, 
of  Arizona  and  California  reduced,  he 
has  to  do  it  by  amending  the  66  percent 
gadget. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  with 
great  reluctance  I  withdraw  the  amend¬ 
ment.  I  say  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  that  it  was  not  intended  to  take 
11,000  acres  from  New  Mexico  and  give 
it  to  the  historic  cotton-producing 
States;  but  it  was  intended  to  take  half 
of  157,500  acres  from  California,  Arizona, 
and  New  Mexico,  and  reallocate  it  to  the 
historic  States. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  know  that  was  the 
Senator’s  intention;  but  because  of  the 
66  percent  limitation,  I  know  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  not  affect  California  or 
Arizona.  It  would  affect  only  New 
Mexico. 


Mr.  KERR.  What  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  said  indicates  that  in 
this  bill  there  are  gadgets  and  devices  of 
discrimination  beyond  those  which  I 
thought  I  had  discovered  in  the  limited 
time  available  to  me  to  study  the  bill. 

On  that  basis  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
withdrawal  of  this  amendment,  I  should 
like  to  have  inserted  in  the  Record 
amendment  A,  the  purpose  of  which 
would  have  been  to  increase  the  21  mil¬ 
lion-acre  allocation  to  a  21,500,000-acre 
allocation.  I  shall  not  urge  the  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time.  I  now  ask  that 
amendment  A  be  printed  at  this  point  in 
the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
Mr.  Kerr  to  the  bill  (S.  2643)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  viz:  On  page  1,  line  9,  strike  the 
word  “twenty-one”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
“twenty-one  million  five  hundred  thousand." 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  join 
other  Senators  who  have  here  expressed 
the  wish  that  the  discriminations  in  this 
bill,  reinforced  and  safeguarded  by  gad- 
ets  and  language  in  various  provisions  of 
the  bill,  will  be  found  by  the  conferees, 
and  that  in  the  conference  committee  a 
meeting  ground  will  be  found  between 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  and  those  of 
the  House  bill,  that  will,  in  the  spirit  of 
real  equity  and  justice,  accomplish  and 
be  consistent  with  the  principle  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Knowland],  but  by  find¬ 
ing  a  different  objective  than  the  one  he 
outlined. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  associate  myself  also, 
along  with  the  distinguished  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore],  with 
the  remarks  made  by  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Rus¬ 
sell],  I  was  not  present  to  hear  pre¬ 
vious  debate.  No  doubt  there  are  other 
Senators  with  whom  I,  representing  in 
part  the  cotton  growers  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  would  also  like  to  associate  my¬ 
self.  i 

Mr.  President,  I  have  a  short  state¬ 
ment  to  make  with  respect  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  cotton  growers  of  Missouri. 

Responsible  cotton-producer  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  Missouri  and  other 
States  have  informed  me  they  cannot 
support  he  bill  in  its  present  form. 

They  state  this  bill  tends  to  promote 
sectionalism;  also  that  thousands  of 
farm  families  in  the  old-established  cot¬ 
ton-growing  areas,  such  as  Missouri,  will 
be  penalized  at  the  same  time  that  spe¬ 
cial  acreage  is  given  to  Western  States. 
That  would  seem  most  unfortunate. 

Missouri  has  a  relatively  small  cotton¬ 
growing  area — seven  counties  to  be  ex¬ 
act;  but  there  are  more  cotton  farms  in 
Missouri  than  the  combined  total  of  cot¬ 
ton  farms  in  3  large  cotton-producing 
States  of  the  West  to  which  first  157,500 
acres,  and  then  59,000  more,  are  given. 

These  3  States  already  have  an  allot¬ 
ment  of  1,153,262  acres  for  1954.  Mis¬ 
souri  has  an  allotment  of  391,396  acres. 
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In  other  words,  Missouri  farmers  have 
approximately  one-third  the  allotment 
per  farm  as  have  these  western  faimeis. 
These  same  Western  States  have  108,465 
more  acres  than  they  had  under  allot¬ 
ments  in  1950. 

Missouri,  on  the  other  hand,  has  71,443 
acres  less  than  the  1950  allotment. 

Will  this  shift  bring  about  a  need  for 
additional  foreign  workers  to  be  im¬ 
ported?  Figures  from  the  Department 
of  Labor  show  that  in  1952,  the  latest 
figures  available  for  a  complete  year,  one 
Western  State  imported  22,539  foreign 
workers,  another  57,407,  another  19,352. 

In  1952,  Missouri  used  1,790  foreign 
workers. 

Do  the  western  growers  need  the  acre¬ 
age  from  the  South  and  the  East  to  pro¬ 
vide  employment  for  citizens  of  other 
countries? 

For  the  answer  to  this  question  I  now 
refer  to  a  telegram  received  on  January 
8,  last,  by  the  Missouri  Cotton  Producers 
Association.  This  telegram  is  signed  by 
a  Mr.  William  H.  Tolbert,  chairman  of  a 
western  labor  users  committee.  It  reads: 

Suggest  joint  resolution  Senate  and  House 
Agriculture  and  Appropriations  Committees 
to  expand  authority  of  Departments  Labor 
and  Justice  to  continue  Mexican  national 
supplementary  labor  program  and  supply  of 
funds  for  activities  for  remainder  fiscal 
year.  California  crops  in  jeopardy  due  in¬ 
ability  to  obtain  workers  now.  Appreciate 
any  influence  brought  on  committees  in¬ 
volved  for  affirmative  action. 

It  is  my  understanding  the  old  growers 
one  time  agreed  to  give  up  157,500  acres 
with  the  expectation  of  more  reasonable 
amendments  to  the  current  law.  These 
amendments  for  the  old  growers  are  not 
in  S.  2643,  and  if  not  inserted,  either  here 
or  in  conference,  Missouri  would  face 
the  same  situation  later  in  the  year. 
Missouri  cotton  producers  representa¬ 
tives  have  been  here  for  days  trying  to 
have  these  amendments  included. 

Would  it  not  be  possible  to  insert  these 
amendments  in  the  bill:  and  thereby 
recognize  the  serious  problems  of  the  lit¬ 
tle  farmers  in  the  old  cotton-growing 
States? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HOEY.  Mr.  President,  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry.  That  com¬ 
mittee  has  given  this  bill  very  long,  care¬ 
ful,  and  painstaking  consideration.  It 
is  not  by  any  means  a  perfect  bill;  but 
I  am  in  favor  of  the  bill  because  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to  have 
some  increase  in  acreage  unless  we  are 
to  impose  tremendous  hardships  upon 
the  farmers  throughout  the  cotton-grow¬ 
ing  States. 

I  opposed  some  of  the  provisions  of 
the  bill  in  committee,  but  after  full  and 
detailed  discussion  on  the  part  of  the 
committee  certain  amendments  were 
adopted  and  some  others  were  defeated. 
Some  of  them  relate  to  the  mechanism 
of  the  bill.  I  think  they  could  very  well 
be  taken  care  of  in  conference.  The 
subject  has  been  discussed  by  a  number 
of  Senators,  who  have  already  spoken 
to  the  effect  that  the  conference  is  the 
proper  place  to  make  certain  adjust¬ 
ments.  However,  I  think  we  should  dis¬ 
abuse  the  public  mind  of  the  notion  that 


this  is  not  a  pretty  good  bill  in  most 
respects.  The  bill  has  so  many  features 
that  will  help  the  cotton- growing 
States  that  I  do  not  think  we  could  af¬ 
ford  to  jeopardize  its  passage  by  delaying 
methods  or  by  undertaking  to  insert 
amendments  which  would  be  destructive 
of  the  context  of  the  bill. 

I  think  the  committee  has  done  a  very 
good  job.  I  believe  that  with  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  some  changes  being  made  in 
the  mechanics  of  the  bill  in  conference, 
we  can  go  back  to  our  people  and  say 
that  this  bill  represents  a  distinct  im¬ 
provement  over  what  we  would  have  if 
we  were  to  allow  the  present  law  to 
apply,  with  a  restriction  to  17,910,000 
acres. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  What  is  the  pending 
business  before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  Senate  bill  2643. 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  had  thought  that 
there  was  an  amendment  pending  before 
the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  IMr.  Kerr]  was  withdrawn. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  statement  preparatory  to  offering  an 
amendment. 

The  bill  as  presently  written  would 
withdraw  approximately  4  million  acres 
of  land  from  the  production  of  cotton 
but  would  impose  no  limit  upon  the  uses 
to  which  the  4  million  acres  of  land  thus 
withdrawn  might  be  put. 

We  know  quite  well  what  will  happen 
in  the  absence  of  any  such  limitation. 
The  farmers  will  naturally  be  anxious 
to  increase  their  incomes,  and  they  will 
use  the  land  for  the  production,  in  the 
main,  of  other  crops.  The  result  will 
be  an  increase  in  the  planting  and  pro¬ 
duction  of  soybeans,  as  well  as  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  production  of  soybean  oil. 

We  shall  also  have  an  increase  in  the 
planting  of  vegetables,  and  we  shall  have 
an  increased  quantity  of  potatoes,  let¬ 
tuce,  celery,  tomatoes,  and  so  forth. 
This  last  may  be  particularly  the  case  in 
areas  in  the  West  where  cotton  is  grown 
under  irrigation.  The  acreage  with¬ 
drawn  from  cotton  will  be  diverted  into 
other  channels.  , 

While  we  deal  with  the  question  of 
surpluses  in  cotton,  we  shall  be  increas¬ 
ing  the  problem  of  surpluses  in  other 
commodities.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
should  deal  with  this  issue  in  this  initial 
bill,  and  that  we  should  provide  that 
the  acreage  which  is  thus  withdrawn 
shall  be  devoted  to  soil-conserving  pur¬ 
poses,  and  employed  in  soil-conserving 
practices.  In  other  words,  alternative 
crops — at  least  cash  crops — should  not 
be  planted  on  the  land  thus  withdrawn, 
but  instead  there  might  be  a  planting  of 
the  nitrogen-fixing  plants,  the  legumes, 
lespedeza,  clover,  and  alfalfa,  in  par¬ 
ticular,  which  are  soil-building  plants 
taking  nitrogen  out  of  the  air  and  put¬ 
ting  it  into  the  soil.  In  many  cases,  also, 
this  land  might  be  used  for  pasturage 
purposes. 


January  12 

I  know  that  if  we  produce  more  clover 
and  alfalfa  and  pasture  more  cattle, 
that  this  will  not  be  a  complete  with¬ 
drawal  from  use,  because  it  will  increase, 
directly  and  indirectly,  the  production  of 
beef  cattle  and  dairy  products.  But  at 
least  we  shall  be  putting  something  back 
into  the  soil,  instead  of  further  taking 
valuable  natural  elements  out  of  the 
soil.  The  entire  problem  will  face  us 
when  we  come  to  deal  with  other  farm 
commodities — when  we  withdraw,  if  we 
do,  16  million  acres  of  wheat  land,  and 
when  we  withdraw  many  million  acres 
of  corn  land.  The  question  will  arise  as 
to  the  alternative  uses  of  these  soils.  If 
we  do  not  make  any  attempt  whatso¬ 
ever  to  deal  with  this  question,  what 
we  shall  do  will  be  to  improve  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  producers  of  the  so-called 
basic  crops,  but  worsen  the  condition  of 
the  producers  of  other  crops. 

It  is  in  a  sense,  I  think,  somewhat 
shocking  that  we  must  deal  with  the 
problem  of  farm  surpluses  at  all,  in  a 
world  where  there  is  still  hunger.  I 
hope  very  much  that  we  can  devise  meth¬ 
ods  to  get  so-called  surplus  food  prod¬ 
ucts  into  the  stomachs  of  hungry  peo¬ 
ple,  and  surplus  cotton  on  the  backs  of 
ill-clad  people.  We  obviously  now  have 
the  problem  of  what  is  called  over¬ 
production  with  respect  to  these  com¬ 
modities,  and  we  are  not  helping  the 
national  interest  when  we  transfer  the 
problem  from  one  crop  to  another.  So, 
I  shall  offer  an  amendment,  as  an  addi¬ 
tion  to  line  23  on  page  4. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  23,  it  is  proposed  to  add  the  following 
proviso: 

Provided  further,  That  acreage  which  Is 
withdrawn  from  the  cultivation  of  cotton 
in  excess  of  3  acres  per  farm  shall  not  be 
devoted  to  the  production  of  other  cash, 
crops  but  shall  be  used  for  soil-conserving 
practices  such  as  the  growing  of  legumes 
and  other  nitrogen-fixing  plants,  for  the 
pasturing  of  cattle,  and  for  other  appropriate 
means. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  wonder  whether  the  Senator  would 
be  agreeable  to  adding  wheat  to  his 
amendment.  I  believe  that  ought  to  be 
done. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  have  that  principle  carried  out  with 
respect  to  wheat  and  corn. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Wheat  should  be  added  to  the  Senator’s 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  pending  bill 
deals  with  cotton.  When  we  come  to 
consider  wheat  and  corn  I  shall  be  glad 
to  offer  such  an  amendment. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
realize  that  the  pending  measure  con¬ 
tains  a  wheat  amendment? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  have  already 
taken  care  of  wheat. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  would  suggest  that 
we  try  first  to  obtain  agreement  on  the 
amendment  which  I  now  offer. 
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Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  KERR.  Will  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois  add  an  amendment  providing 
compensation  to  the  farmer  for  thus 
putting  his  acreage  into  use  and  provid¬ 
ing  a  cash  income  for  him  and  his  family, 
so  that  there  will  be  adequate  incentive 
to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  believe  that 
it  is  necessary  at  present  to  give  a  bonus 
for  that  purpose.  The  use  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  practice  will  build  up  the  soil  in 
itself.  We  want  the  South  to  prosper. 
We  want  the  position  of  the  cotton 
grower  to  be  protected.  However,  we 
are  well  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  great 
increase  in  the  production  of  soybeans 
in  the  South  will  worsen  the  position  of 
the  Middle  West.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  apply  the  same  principle  when  we 
come  to  a  consideration  of  coxm  and 
wheat. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LONG.  In  order  that  the  legisla¬ 
tive  history  may  be  clear,  will  the  Sena¬ 
tor  agree,  after  the  word  “cotton,”  to 
add  the  words  “or  wheat  or  corn”? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  shall  be  glad  to  do 
so  when  we  consider  wheat  and  corn. 

Mr.  LONG.  I  am  sure  the  conferees 
would  understand  the  meaning  of  the 
amendment  and  would  endeavor  to  work 
out  the  purpose  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  The  Senator  says 
he  will  be  glad  to  offer  such  an  amend¬ 
ment  when  we  consider  wheat.  I  call 
the  Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  pending  bill  is  a  wheat  bill. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  is  only  by  a  great 
stretch  of  the  meaning  of  the  bill  that 
wheat  has  been  tacked  on.  It  is  in  the 
form  of  a  vermiform  appendix. 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Such  an  amend¬ 
ment  would  certainly  be  germane. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Obviously,  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  would  change  the  basic 
character  of  the  pending  bill.  It  raises 
some  very  vital  questions  which  would 
adversely  affect  and  would  certainly 
have  great  repercussions  upon  those 
whose  acreage  would  be  taken  out  of 
production.  It  is  not  the  type  of  amend¬ 
ment  that  should  go  into  emergency 
legislation.  A  situation  has  arisen 
which  needs  quick  attention.  If  the 
farmers  are  to  obtain  relief,  they  must 
get  it  quickly.  I  refer  to  the  farmers 
in  the  South  and  in  the  West.  In  my 
opinion,  an  amendment  of  this  kind 
would  kill  the  legislation.  I  hope  the 
amendment  will  be  defeated. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  California  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  correct  to 
say  that  the  President  of  the  United 
States  in  the  message  which  was  read 
to  the  Senate  yesterday  recommended 
that  land  which  is  withdrawn  from  culti¬ 
vation  should  be  devoted  to  soil-con¬ 
servation  practices?  Is  that  not  cor¬ 
rect?  I  read  from  his  message: 


When  land  must  be  diverted  from  produc¬ 
tion  it  is  essential  that  its  use  be  related  to 
the  basic  objectives  of  soil  conservation— to 
protect  and  to  improve  that  land. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  Senator  is 
correct,  but  we  have - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  can  hardly  believe 
it  possible  that  the  majority  leader 
Should  now  be  opposing  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  a  proposal  advanced  only 
yesterday  by  the  head  of  his  own  ad¬ 
ministration.  It  is  extraordinary  that 
it  falls  on  the  shoulders  of  Senators  on 
this  side  of  the  aisle  to  take  on  the  armor 
and  do  battle  for  the  administration — ■ 
against  its  own  supposed  leaders. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  is  trying  to  get  a 
laugh.  He  knows  that  the  proposal  of 
the  President  of  the  United  States  re¬ 
lated  to  a  permanent  farm  program.  We 
have  before  us  a  piece  of  emergency  leg¬ 
islation  designed  to  meet  a  critical  sit¬ 
uation  in  the  South  and  in  the  West.  It 
is  a  situation  which,  if  we  are  to  meet  it 
at  all,  we  must  do  it  immediately.  The 
amendment  which  the  Senator  offers, 
for  the  first  time  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  today,  has  not  had  the  consideration 
of  the  committee.  It  has  far-reaching 
consequences.  The  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  knows  as  well  as  the  majority  leader 
this  is  not  the  type  of  amendment  that 
should  be  added  to  the  bill,  and  in  my 
opinion,  the  effect  of  adding  it  to  the 
bill  would  be  to  kill  it. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  does  not  conform  to  the 
recommendations  of  the  President.  The 
recommendations  of  the  President,  as  I 
recall  them,  were  that  when  the  land 
was  taken  out  of  cultivation  from  one 
crop  and  devote^  to  soil  conservation 
practice,  ACB  payments  should  be  made. 
I  am  sure  he  recommended  payment. 
The  Senator  from  Illinois  is  unalter¬ 
ably  opposed  to  any  payments  being 
made,  as  I  understand.  Therefore,  his 
amendment  does  not  conform  to  the 
more  liberal  recommendations  of  the 
President  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Both  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
the  proposal  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  will  be  given  time  to  be 
considered  by  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  and  by  the  Senate. 
Such  an  amendment  does  not  belong  on 
the  pending  bill. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote! 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois.  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Several  Senators.  Vote!  Vote!  Vote! 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  prior  to  the 
vote  on  the  cotton-acreage  bill  there 
may  be  inserted  in  the  Record  messages 
and  telegrams  which  I  have  received 
with  reference  to  that  measure. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


The  messages  and  telegrams  pre¬ 
sented  by  Mr.  Humphrey  are  as  follows: 

East  Grand  Forks,  Minn., 

January  11,  1954. 
Senator  Hubert  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Strongly  urge  passage  of  Welker  rider  pro¬ 
viding  for  use  of  section  32  funds  for  diver¬ 
sion  of  potatoes. 

Farmers  Co-op  Potato  Marketing 

Association, 

Herman  Skyberg,  President. 

T.  P.  Fredrickson,  Manager. 

January  11,  1954. 

Robert  M.  Green, 

Secretary,  National  Macaroni  Manufac¬ 
turers  Association,  Palatine,  III.: 

You  can  count  on  my  support  for  efforts 
to  exempt  durum  from  acreage  allotments. 
Letter  follows. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 

Palatine,  III.,  January  8,  1954. 
Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Macaroni  and  noodle  industry  is  faced  with, 
critical  shortage  of  durum  wheat  raised  in  a 
small  section  of  North  and  South  Dakota 
and  Minnesota.  We  urge  your  support  of 
the  amendment  removing  durum  acreage 
allotments  in  Senate  bill  2643  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  growers,  processors,  and  con¬ 
suming  public. 

Robert  M.  Green. 

Secretary,  National  Macaroni  Manu¬ 
facturers  Association. 

January  12,  1954. 

Jule  M.  Waber, 

Chairman  Durum  Committee,  Amber 
Milling  Division,  Farmers  Union  Grain 
Terminal  Association,  St.  Paul,  Minn.t 
You  can  count  on  my  support  for  efforts 
to  exempt  durum  from  acreage  allotments. 
Letter  follows. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 

St.  Paul,  Minn.,  January  8,  1954. 
Hon.  Hubert  H.  Humphrey, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  durum  milling  industry  is  faced  with 
a  critical  shortage  of  durum  wheat.  Our 
normal  durum  grind  is  24  to  26  million 
bushels  annually.^  Production  of  millable 
durum  this  year  “was  less  than  half  that 
amount.  Carryover  from  previous  crops  was 
very  small.  There  will  be  no  carryover  to 
next  crop. 

The  semolina  and  durum  flours  ground 
from  durum  wheat  are  required  by  the 
manufacturers  of  macaroni,  spaghetti,  and 
noodles  for  the  manufacture  of  high  quality 
products.  An  adequate  supply  of  durum 
wheat  is  necessary  to  maintain  the  quality  of 
these  important  foods,  and  to  permit  con¬ 
sumers  to  purchase  them  at  reasonable 
prices. 

Milling  durum  is  a  highly  specialized  crop. 
It  is  produced  only  in  a  small  territory  in 
North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  and  Minnesota. 
The  macaroni  industry  and  the  American 
consumer  are  entirely  dependent  upon  the 
farmers  of  that  small  area  for  durum  sup¬ 
plies.  Since  durum  wheat  is  in  critically 
short  supply  rather  than  in  a  surplus  posi¬ 
tion,  durum  acreage  in  the  durum  territory 
should  be  excluded  from  the  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  program.  We  urge  in  the  interest  of 
consumers,  producers,  and  processors  that 
you  support  the  section  in  Senate  bill  2643 
dealing  with  durum  acreage  allotments. 

Jule  M.  Waber, 

Chairman,  Durum  Committee,  Millers 
National  Federation. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  After  the  bill  has  been 
read  a  third  time,  I  propose  to  move  to 
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substitute  the  wording  of  the  Senate  bill 
for  the  language  contained  in  H.  R.  6665. 
I  do  not  want  the  bill  to  be  passed  before 
that  is  done. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  House  bill  6665. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(H.  R.  6665)  to  amend  certain  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938,  as  amended,  relating  to  cotton 
marketing  quotas. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  House  bill  be  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  the 
Senate  bill,  as  amended. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  title  be  amended  so  as  to  read : 


An  act  to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  upon  its  amend¬ 
ment,  request  a  conference  thereon  with 
the  House  of  Representatives,  and  that 
the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Aikjen, 
Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Thye,  Mr.  Hickenlooper, 
Mr.  Mundt,  Mr.  Williams,  Mr.  Schoep- 
pel,  Mr.  Welker,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr. 
Hoey,  Mr.  Johnston  of  South  Carolina, 
Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  East- 
land,  and  Mr.  Clements  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  Senate  bill  2643  will  be  in-  j 
definitely  postponed. 


ST.  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY  DEVELOP¬ 
MENT  CORPORATION 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  442,  Senate 
bill  2150. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Secretary  will  state  the  bill  by  title  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  2150)' 
providing  for  the  creation  of  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  Seaway  Development  Corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  California. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  I  should  like  to 
say  for  the  information  of  the  Senate 
that  what  I  have  in  mind  is  to  bring  up 
the  bill  for  consideration  and  make  it 
the  unfinished  business.  I  would  not 
propose  at  this  hour  that  the  Senate  pro¬ 
ceed  with  debate  on  the  measure. 


Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  have  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  with  1  Senator  who 
desires  to  make  more  than  2  speeches, 
but  not  at  length,  if  the  parliamentary 
situation  is  such  that  he  may  make  2 
brief  speeches.  For  that  reason,  I  wish 
the  Senator  from  California  would  not 
make  his  motion  at  this  time  but  wait 
until  I  can  further  discuss  the  question. 
We  should  like  to  make  it  possible  for 
one  of  the  Senators  to  make  more 
speeches  than  he  would  ordinarily  make 
under  the  rules  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  merely  trying  to  expedite  the  busi¬ 
ness  of  the  Senate.  For  over  a  week  I 
have  given  advance  notice  that  we  would 
take  up  these  bills  in  orderly  sequence. 
There  was  no  attempt  to  bring  them  up 
without  prior  notice  to  the  Senate.  Un¬ 
der  the  circumstances,  we  should  have 
unfinished  business  before  the  Senate. 
The  orderly  procedure  would  be  to  bring 
the  bills  up,  and  a  Senator  could  submit 
a  request  to  make  six  speeches  if  he  so 
desired. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  clerk 
will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  a  quorum  call  be  rescinded  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  call  be 
suspended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  For  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate  I  should  like  to  say 
that  I  have  just  had  a  discussion  with  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Long],  and 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  for  whoin 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  had  spoken, 
and  it  is  agreeable  to  them,  as  I  under¬ 
stand,  that  the  quorum  call  be  dispensed 
with  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Senate  bill  2150,  with 
the  understanding  that  the  debate  will 
proceed  tomorrow. 

I  renew  my  motion  that  the  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  442,  Senate  bill  2150,  providing 
for  the  creation  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  of  the  Senator 
from  California. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the. 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill 
(S.  2150)  providing  for  creation  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Cor¬ 
poration  to  construct  part  of  the  St. 
Lawrence  seaway  in  United  States  terri¬ 
tory  in  the  interest  of  national  security; 
authorizing  the  corporation  to  consum¬ 
mate  certain  arrangements  with  the  St. 
Lawrence  Seaway  Authority  of  Canada 
relative  to  construction  and  operation  of 
the  seaway ;  empowering  the  corporation 
to  finance  the  United  States  share  of  the 
seaway  cost  on  a  self-liquidating  basis; 
to  establish  cooperation  with  Canada  in 
the  control  and  operation  of  the  St.  Law¬ 
rence  seaway;  to  authorize  negotiations 
with  Canada  of  an  agreement  on  tolls; 
and  for  other  purposes. 


COINAGE  OF  50-CENT  PIECES  IN 

COMMEMORATION  OF  THE  LOUI¬ 
SIANA  PURCHASE 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business  be  temporarily  laid  aside 
and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Calendar  No.  730,  House 
bill  1917,  which  is  the  only  one  of  the 
three  coinage  bills  which  have  not  been 
acted  upon. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R.  1917) 
to  authorize  the  coinage  of  50-cent  pieces 
to  commemorate  the  sesquicentennial 
of  the  Louisiana  Purchase. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  I  have  a 
series  of  amendments  at  the  desk  which 
I  desire  to  call  up  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendments  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed,  on 
page  2,  to  strike  out  all  in  lines  7  through 
13  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  follow¬ 
ing;  “Such  coins  shall  be  disposed  of  at 
par  by  banks  or  trust  companies  selected 
by  the  Louisiana  Purchase  One  Hundred 
and  Fiftieth  Anniversary  Association,  or 
the  Missouri  Historical  Society.” 

On  page  2,  line  24,  to  strike  out  “1953” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1954.” 

On  page  3,  beginning  with  the  semi¬ 
colon  in  line  16,  to  strike  out  all  through 
the  word  “sesquicentennial”  in  line  19 
and  add  a  period. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  are  agreed  to 
en  bloc. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
authorizes  the  coinage  of  a  certain  num¬ 
ber  of  50-cent  pieces  in  commemoration 
of  the  150th  anniversary  of  the  Louisiana 
Purchase.  There  have  been  celebrations 
in  States  which  were  originally  a  part  of 
the  Louisiana  Purchase  territory.  The 
President  of  the  United  States  partici¬ 
pated  in  these  celebrations,  as  did  the 
Ambassador  from  Fiance. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


EXECUTIVE  NOMINATIONS 
REFERRED 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  about  to  move  that  the  Senate  take 
a  recess  until  noon  tomorrow,  but  I  shall 
be  glad  to  withhold  my  motion  if  there 
be  any  further  business  to  be  transacted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  But¬ 
ler  of  Maryland  in  the  chair).  The 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  certain 
nominations,  which  will  be  referred  to 
the  appropriate  committees. 
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cized  rccont  sale,  of  clover  seeds  for  export.  Son.  Humphrey  criticised  removal  of 
Chief  and  Deputy  Chief,  SCS,  and  others,  from  civil  service  protection.  House  sent 
cotton-allotments  bill  to  conference©  Son©  Schoeppol  inserted  Secretary's  speech 
before  National  Cattlemen's  Ass'n,  Rep©  Wolcott  -introduced  bill  to-  incroase  CCC  bor¬ 
rowing  power©  Rep,  Metcalf  introduced  bill  to  stockpile  wheat©  Rep.  Cooley  intro¬ 
duced  bill  to  amend  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  re  price  supports  for  basics.  Rep. 
Colmor  introduced  bill  to  stockpile  cotton, 

'  ’  HOUSE 

T.  HEALTH.  Both  Houses  received  the  President's  health  message  recommending 

measures  to  give  the  people  better  health  protection  (H,  Doc.  298')'  (pp.  Jll-2, 

361-3'). 


2. 


COTTON  ALLOT IvE NTS.  Rep.  Andresen,  Hill,  Hoeven,  Simpson  (ill.),  Bramblett,  Dague, 
Cooley,  Poage,  Grant  Gathings,  McMillan,  and.  Abernethy  were  appointed  as  confer¬ 
ees  on  H.R.  6665,  providing  for  cotton  acreage  allotments  for  1954  (p.  367). 
Senate  conferees  were  appointed  on  J'anuary  12. 

Rep.  Poage  spoke  in  favor  of  the  House  version  of  the  bill  (pp.  377-79). 

Rep.  Jones  (Mo.)  claimed  that  the  cotton  farmer  was  suffering  from  the,  ef¬ 
fects  of  ’’inaction"  of  the  Secretary  when  Congress  was  considering  the  cotton 
acreage -allotments  bill  last  session  (p.  359). • 


3.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  7^7,  to  provide  that  certain  cpsts  and 
expenses  in  connection  with  repayment  contracts  with  the  Deaver,  YiTillwood,  and 
Belle  Fourche  Irrigation  Districts  shall  be  nonreimbursable  (p.  366).  This  bill 
will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


4.  GRAZING  LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.R.  6l86,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 


-  V  V-  y 
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•.  .  ■  ••  ■  '■  ■  f"'v  '  ...  !  ’  j 

of  the  Interior  to  grant  a  preference  right  to  users  of  withdrawn  public  lands 
for  grazing  purposes  when  the  lands  are  restored  from  the  withdrawal  (p»  367)* 


MINERAL  RIGHTS,  Passed  as  reported  HoRo  3506,  relating  to  the  reservation  of 
mineral  .rights  in.  land  pat  ented  under  ;t he  nonmin'Oral  ..land  laws  (pp<>  366-67 )<» 


6,  CCC.  Received  from  this  Department  proposed  legislation  to  increase  the  GOC's 
borrowing  power  from  $6,750,0'00,000  to  $8,500,000,000';  to  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  (p,  387) »  ; \ 

Received  the  report  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for  the  fiscal  year 

1953  (H.  Docc  299)  (p,  364), 


f  »  »  •  •  •  ■  »•  »  *  *  *  *  f  / 

7.  .TREATIES*.  -Rep,  Javits  spoke  against*  Sen* •  Brieker '  s- proposed-  constitutional 
,  amendment. te- restrict  the  President's  treaty  power  (pp.~ 379‘~8i!)v>-  *  *  * . 


8,.  COFFEE*  •  Rep,.  Sullivan  urged- that  steps  be  taken  to  stabilize- the  price- of-  coffee 
"•<  at .  prices- the- average  consumer  can-afford  (pp0 . 385-86)  *  -  , 


9*<RESEi\RCH.  Received  from  the  President- the  Third  Annual  Report- of- the- National 
-» « Science.  Foundation  (Ho  Doc.- 301) « ( pb  36I4.) .  . 


c 


10, -.SOIL. CONSERVATION,  Received,  from,  this- Department  the  annual,  report  of  the 
s .operations, .expenditures,  and  obligations- under  the  '  Soil.  Conservation,  and 
-'v, Domestic  *  Allotment  Act- (p,  387)*  *  v'.r..  .. . » 


1 1.- FOREIGN T RADE.  .Received  a  petition  from  the  Nationwide  Committee  of  Industry, 
Agriculture  and  Labor-  on  Import-Export  Policy,  relative  to  a  booklet  entitled 
"Free  Trade — A 'Form  of  Economic  Pacifism". (pe  390).  t  • 


12.  ADJOURNED  until  Wed*,  Jan*  20  (p.  387)0 

•.  . .  SENATE 


13,  ST «  LAWRENCE  SEAWAY.  Continued  debate  on  S,  2150,  to  create  the  St*  Lawrence 
Seaway  Development  Corporation  (pp*  312-27,  33)1-48)* 


llj.,  CLOVER  SEED,  Sen*  Williams  criticized  the  recent  sale  of  Plover  and  vetch  seeds 
for  export  by  the  CCC  at  "a  small  percentage  of  their  original  cost".0„"as  fur¬ 
ther  evidence  of  the  failure  of  the  rigid  high  support  policies  of  the  past 
administration"  (pp,  310-11). 


C 


15.  PERSONNEL,  Sen.  Humphrey  criticized  as  a  "backward ■ step"  the  removal  of  the 

Chief  and  Deputy  Chief,  SCS,  and  others,  "from  under  the  merit  system  protection 
of  the  civil  service,"  said  'frtftere  is  reason  to  fear  the  same  thing  is  threatenei 
for  the  U.  S0  Forest  Service  Chief,  and  inserted  a  Wildlife  Management  Insti¬ 
tute  press  release  on  this  matter  (p,  335 )•  ;  •  . 


l6.  REPORTS.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (pp*  301',  302): 
Operations  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (H.  Doc0  299) 

Operations  under  the  Soil  Conservation  and  Domestic  Allotment  Act 
The  International  Claims  Commission  -  ‘ 


17.  NATIONAL  PARKS.  Sen.  Humphrey  praised  the  work  of  the  National  Park  Service  and 
recommended  against  cutssin  its  appropriations  (pp.  335-6). 
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deposits  of  fissionable  materials,  notwith¬ 
standing  such  person  has  consented  to  the 
reservation  of  other  mineral  deposits.  If 
any  mineral  deposits  on  account  of  which  the 
lands  were  withdrawn,  classified,  or  reported 
as  being  valuable  have  been  leased  by  the 
United  States  such  patent  shall  be  made 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  lessor,  but  the 
patentee  shall  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  the  United  States  under  the  lease.” 

Sec.  2.  The  act  entitled  ‘‘An  act  for  the 
protection  of  the  surface  rights  of  entry- 
men,”  approved  March  3,  1909  (30  U.  S.  C., 
sec.  81),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
‘‘That  any  person  who  has  in  good  faith 
located,  selected,  or  entered  under  the  non¬ 
mineral  land  laws  of  the  United  States  any 
lands  which  subsequently  are  classified, 
claimed,  or  reported  as  being  valuable  for 
coal,  may,  if  he  shall  so  elect,  and  upon 
making  satisfactory  proof  of  compliance  with 
the  laws  under  which  such  lands  are  claimed, 
receive  a  patent  therefor,  which  patent  shall 
not  contain  a  reservation  to  the  United 
States  of  any  mineral  deposits  other  than 
deposits  of  fissionable  materials,  notwith¬ 
standing  such  person  has  consented  to  the 
reservation  of  other  mineral  deposits.  If 
any  deposits  of  coal  have  been  leased  by  the 
United  States  such  patent  shall  be  made 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  lessor,  but  the 
patentee  shall  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  the  United  States  under  the  lease.” 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Strike  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  language: 
“That  where  reclamation  homestead  entry 
was  made  prior  to  July  17,  1911,  pursuant  to 
the  act  of  June  17,  1902  (32  Stat.  389,  43 
U.  S.  C.,  sec.  431),  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  for  lands  in  the  Northport  Division 
or  the  Interstate  Division  of  the  North  Platte 
Reclamation  Project,  and  after  such  entry 
the  lands  have  been  or  are  hereafter  with¬ 
drawn,  classified,  or  reported  as  being  valu¬ 
able  for  any  of  the  minerals  named  in  the 
act  of  July  17,  1914  (38  Stat.  509,  30  U.  S.  C., 
sec.  121-123),  the  act  of  March  4,  1933  (47 
Stat.  1570,  30  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  124) ,  or  the  act  of 
March  3,  1909  (35  Stat.  844,  30  U.  S.  C.,  sec. 
81),  the  patent  shall  not  contain  a  reserva¬ 
tion  of  such  minerals.  If  any  such  mineral 
deposits  on  account  of  which  the  lands  were 
withdrawn,  classified,  or  reported  as  being 
valuable  have  been  leased  by  the  United 
States,  such  patent  shall  be  made  subject  to 
the  rights  of  the  lessee,  but  the  patentee  shall 
be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  United 
States  under  the  lease." 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 

to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  provide  for  the  relief  of  certain 
reclamation  homestead  entrymen.” 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


THE  JAMESTOWN- WILLIAMSBURG- 

YORKTOWN  CELEBRATION  COM¬ 
MISSION 

The  Clerk  called  the  resolution  (H.  J. 
Res.  232)  to  establish  the  Jamestown- 
Williamsburg-Yorktown  Celebration 
Commission,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  resolu¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM.  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  House  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  232  is  now  Public  Law  263,  I  ask 


unanimous  consent  that  it  be  laid  on  the 
table. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Iowa? 
There  was  no  objection. 


GRANTING  PREFERENCE  RIGHT  TO 

USERS  OF  WITHDRAWN  PUBLIC 

LANDS  FOR  GRAZING  PURPOSES 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  6186) 
to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  to  grant  a  preference  right  to  users 
of  withdrawn  public  lands  for  grazing 
purposes  when  the  lands  are  restored 
from  the  withdrawal. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  15  of  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act  (43  U.  S.  C.,  1946  edition, 
sec.  315  (m) )  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  proviso:  “Provided  further,  That 
when  public  lands  are  restored  from  a  with¬ 
drawal,  the  Secretary  may  grant  an  appropri¬ 
ate  preference  right  for  a  grazing  lease,  li¬ 
cense,  or  permit  to  users  of  the  land  for 
grazing  purposes  under  authority  of  the 
agency  which  had  jurisdiction  over  the  lands 
immediately  prior  to  the  time  of  their 
restoration.” 

Sec.  2.  The  first,  sentence  of  section  1  of 
the  act  of  June  28,  1934  (48  Stat.  1269)|i 
as  amended  by  the  act  of  June  26,  1936  (41 
Stat.  1976,  43  U.  S.  C.,  1946  ed.,  sec.  315)1 
is  further  amended  by  striking  out  the  foil 
lowing  language:  “not  exceeding  in  the  agl 
gregate  an  area  of  142  million  acres.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrosser 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  thirl 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


MANASSAS  NATIONAL  BATTLEFIELD 
PARK,  VA. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  5529) 
to  preserve  within  Manassas  National 
Battlefield  Park,  Va.,  the  most  important 
historic  properties  relating  to  the  Battles 
of  Manassas,  and  for  other  purposes. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  in  order  to  estab¬ 
lish  satisfactory  boundaries  for  the  Manassas 
National  Battlefield  Park,  in  the  State  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  and  to  contain  within  such  bounda¬ 
ries  the  important  historic  lands  relating  to 
the  two  Battles  of  Manassas,  the  boundaries 
of  such  battlefield  park  hereafter  shall  con¬ 
tain  that  area  which  is  bounded,  in  general, 
as  follows:  The  south  boundary  of  the  park 
shall  be  the  southernm.ost  limits  of  the 
present  federally  owned  lands  in  the  south 
portion  of  the  park;  the  east  and  northeast 
boundaries  shall  be  that  portion  of  the  Bull 
Run  Creek  which  extends  from  the  south 
boundary  of  the  park  north  and  westward 
to  the  north  boundary  of  the  park  as  here¬ 
after  prescribed:  the  southwest  boundary 
shall  be  that  portion  of  Compton’s  Lane  from 
its  nearest  point  adjacent  to  the  south 
boundary  and  extending  northwesterly  to 
State  secondary  highway  No.  622;  the  west 
and  northwest  boundary  shall  be  State  sec¬ 
ondary  highway  No.  622,  from  the  point 
where  it  connects  with  Compton’s  Lane  and 
extending  northward  until  it  reaches  the 
Sudley  Church  property;  the  north  bound¬ 
ary  shall  be  the  northernmost  limits  of  the 
present  Federal  park  holdings  in  . the  imme¬ 
diate  vicinity  of  the  Sudley  Church  prop¬ 
erty.  The  boundaries  of  the  park  also  may 
include  not  more  than  250  acres  of  land  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  aforesaid  west  and  north 


boundaries  of  the  park,  which  land  shall  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  the  park  upon  acquisition 
thereof  by  the  United  States :  Provided,  That 
the  total  acreage  which  may  be  acquired  for 
the  park  pursuant  to  this  act  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  1,400  acres.  Such  land  or  interests 
therein  may  be  procured  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  in  such  manner  as  he  may  con¬ 
sider  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

For  exchange  purposes,  particularly  In 
connection  with  State  and  other  highway  de¬ 
velopments,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to 
accept,  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  any 
non -Federal  land  or  interests  therein  situ¬ 
ated  within  the  park  area  herein  prescribed, 
and  in  exchange  therefor  to  convey  park  land 
or  interests  therein  of  approximately  equal 
value. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  2,  line  4,  strike  the  word  “hereafter” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  word  “here¬ 
inafter.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  hill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  That  completes  the 
call  of  the  Consent  Calendar. 


AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
ADJUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938,  AS 
AMENDED 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  take  from  the  Speaker’s 
table  the  bill  (H.  R.  6665)  to  amend  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  ,1938,  as  amended,  re¬ 
lating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas,  with 
Senate  amendments,  disagree  to  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to 
the  conference  asked  by  the  Senate. 
The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 
The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Kansas?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  August  H.  Andresen, 
Hill,  Hoeven,  Simpson  of  Illinois,  Bram- 

BLETT,  DACUE,  COOLEY,  POAGE,  GRANT, 

Gathings,  McMillan,  and  Abernethy. 


PRIVATE  CALENDAR 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  Private  Cal¬ 
endar  day. 

The  Clerk  will  call  the  first  bill  on  the 
Private  Calendar. 


MRS.  JAMES  J.  O'ROURKE 

The  Clerk  called  the  first  bill  on  the 
Private  Calendar,  H.  R.  4961,  for  the  re¬ 
lief  of  Mrs.  James  J.  O’Rourke. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  author¬ 
ized  and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated, 
the  sum  of  $350.95  to  Mrs.  James  J.  O’Rourke, 
of  51  Hopkins  Street,  Revere,  Mass.,  for  reim¬ 
bursement  of  the  amount  of  medical  and 
hospital  expenses  which  she  incurred  after 
she  was  admitted  to  the  Revere  Memorial 
Hospital  in  Revere  on  February  9,  1951 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount  appropri¬ 
ated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re- 
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ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined 
in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


LILLIAN  SCHLOSSBERG 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  2163) 
for  the  relief  of  Lillian  Schlossberg. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized 
and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  In  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  sum 
of  $30,000  to  Mrs.  Lillian  Schlossberg,  of 
Brooklyn,  N.  Y„  in  full  settlement  of  all 
claims  against  the  United  States  for  personal 
injuries  sustained  as  a  result  of  an  accident 
involving  a  United  States  Army  vehicle  No. 
165460,  driven  by  Lt.  Burl  J.  Brewington,  of 
Port  Jay  Army  Base,  on  December  8,  1945, 
at  the  intersection  of  Canal  Street  and  West 
Broadway,  New  York,  N.  Y.;  the  operator  of 
6uch  vehicle  was  not  acting  within  the  scope 
of  his  employment:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  the  amount  appropriated  in  this  act  in 
excess  of  10  percent  thereof  shall  be  paid, 
delivered  to,  or  received  by  any  agent  or  at¬ 
torney  on  account  of  services  rendered  in 
connection  with  this  claim,  and  the  same 
shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to  the  con¬ 
trary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  violating 
the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon  conviction 
thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $1,000. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  1,  line  5,  strike  out  "$30,000”  and 
insert  "$15,000.” 

The  committee  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to 
reconsider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


LEO  F.  PINDER 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  2876) 
for  the  relief  of  Leo  F.  Pinder. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  Leo  F.  Pinder, 
regular  letter  carrier  in  the  United  States 
post  office  at  Akron,  Ohio,  the  sum  of 
$607.55.  Such  sum  represents  the  amount 
which  the  said  Leo  P.  Pinder  was  required 
to  pay  to  the  United  States  in  discharge  of 
his  liability  for  the  loss  on  July  31,  1952,  of 
certain  registered  letters  containing  money 
order  business  and  stamp  sales  money  in 
the  amount  of  $607.55  which  were  placed 
in  his  custody  for  delivery  from  contract 
station  No.  2  to  the  United  States  post  office 
in  Akron,  although  he  had  not  received  ap¬ 
propriate  instructions  or  equipment  for  the 
protection  of  registered  mail  matter:  Pro¬ 
vided.  That  no  part  of  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 


ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with 
this  claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful, 
any  contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstand¬ 
ing.  Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of 
this  act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis¬ 
demeanor  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall 
be  fined  in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  1,  line  6,  strike  out  "$607.55.  Such 
sum  represents  the  amount’’  and  insert: 
"$150,  and  to  be  relieved  of  all  liability  to 
refund  the  sum  of  $457.55.  Such  sums  repre¬ 
sent  the  amount.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  re¬ 
consider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


EDNA  V.  R.  DECKER,  ET  AL. 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  3573) 
for  the  relief  of  Edna  V.  R.  Decker,  Bar¬ 
bara  P.  R.  Moore,  W.  S.  Rosasco,  Jr.,  and 
Gordon  Wells,  as  administrator  cum  tes- 
tamento  annexo  of  the  estate  of  Anna  I. 
R.  Wells,  deceased. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated  to  each  of  the  follow¬ 
ing-named  persons:  Edna  V.  R.  Decker,  Bar¬ 
bara  P.  R.  Moore,  W.  S.  Rosasco,  Jr.,  and  Gor¬ 
don  Wells,  as  administrator  cum  testamento 
annexo  of  the  estate  of  Anna  I.  R.  Wells,  de¬ 
ceased,  the  sum  of  $5,6X1.56,  together  with 
interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  6  percent  per 
annum  from  April  16,  1946,  in  full  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  the  claim  of  each  such  person  against 
the  United  States  for  an  estate-tax  refund 
due  as  a  result  of  an  overpayment  on  April 
16.  1946,  of  estate  taxes  with  respect  to  the 
estate  of  William  S.  Rosasco,  Sr.:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  the  amounts  appropriated 
in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent  thereof 
shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  received  by 
any  agent  or  attorney  on  account  of  services 
rendered  in  connection  with  these  claims, 
and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  per¬ 
son  violating  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Lane:  Page  2, 
line  1,  after  the  figures  and  comma  strike 
out  “together  with  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  of  6  percent  per  annum  from  April  16, 
1946.” 

Amend  the  title  so  as  to  read:  "For  the 
relief  of  the  estate  of  Anna  I.  R.  Wells,  de¬ 
ceased,  and  others.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  an  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 


HAROLD  K.  BUTSON 

The  Clerk  called  the  bill  (H.  R.  2913) 
to  direct  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 


to  issue  a  patent  for  certain  lands  to 
Harold  K.  Butson. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  is  hereby  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issue  a  patent  to  Harold  K.  Butson, 
of  Grant  County,  Wis.,  for  the  southwest 
quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  section 
21,  township  4  north,  range  1  west,  fourth 
principal  meridian,  Wisconsin. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  1,  after  line  7,  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  2.  The  tract  of  land  described  by  the 
first  section  of  this  act  shall  be  conveyed 
upon  the  payment  by  the  said  Harold  K. 
Butson  of  the  appraised  value  of  the  lands, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  if  payment  is  made  within  1  year 
after  the  Secretary  has  notified  the  said 
Harold  K.  Butson  of  the  price  of  the  lands. 
The  Secretary  shall  have  the  appraisal  made 
on  the  basis  of  the  value  of  the  land  at  the 
date  of  appraisal,  exclusive  of  any  increased 
value  resulting  from  the  development  or  im¬ 
provement  of  the  land  by  Harold  K.  Butson 
or  his  predecessors  in  interest.  In  such  ap¬ 
praisal,  the  Secretary  shall  consider  and  give 
full  effect  to  the  equities  of  the  said  Harold 
K.  Butson. 

"Sec.  3.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall 
issue  patent  for  said  lands  without  any 
reservation  of  minerals.” 

The  committee  amendment  was  agreed 
to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  was  laid  on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER.  That  completes  the 
call  of  bills  on  the  Private  Calendar. 


APPOINTMENT  OF  POSTMASTERS 

(Mr.  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Speaker,  today  I 
am  introducing  a  bill  which,  if  passed, 
will  enable  each  of  us  to  do  a  better 
job  of  representing  our  constituents. 

This  bill  will  relieve  us  of  one  of  the 
most  time-consuming  jobs  we  perform — 
that  of  making  recommendations  for 
postmaster  appointments,  leaving  us 
more  time  to  devote  to  our  primary  job— 
that  of  legislating.  Furthermore,  I  think 
that  efficient  postal  service  requires  that 
the  top  job  in  any  post  office  be  some¬ 
thing  other  than  a  political  football. 

Section  10  of  the  Civil  Service  Act  of 
1883,  which  has  been  ignored  for  many 
years,  makes  it  illegal  for  a  Member  of 
Congress  to  make  any  recommendation 
for  a  postmaster  appointment  except  as 
to  the  character  or  residence  of  the 
applicant. 

My  bill  will  revive  and  strengthen  that 
statute  by  disqualifying  any  applicant 
who  seeks  a  recommendation  for  a  post¬ 
master  job  from  any  Member  of  Con¬ 
gress  and  it  will  also  vest  the  appoint¬ 
ing  power  in  the  Postmaster  General 
instead  of  in  the  President. 

I  am  not  trying  to  avoid  my  respon¬ 
sibility  but  I  am  trying  to  improve  the 
postal  service  and  give  ourselves  more 
time  to  act  as  legislators.  I  respectfully 
solicit  your  support  for  this  legislation. 
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COTTON-ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  special  order 
heretofore  entered,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  is  recognized  for  20 
minutes. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
take  a  portion  of  this  time  not  to  discuss 
any  personalities  or  anything  that  any¬ 
body  has  said  about  anybody,  but  rather 
to  discuss  proposed  legislation  that  is 
now  pending,  affecting  the  cotton  pro¬ 
ducers  of  the  United  States. 

I  know  that  many  of  you  will  say, 
“That  does  not  affect  me  at  all.”  But, 
there  are  more  farmers  producing  cotton 
than  any  other  crop  in  the  United  States. 
Approximately  half  of  all  the  farmers  in 
the  United  States  produce  some  cotton. 
Anything  that  affects  cotton  production 
is  of  tremendous  influence  on  the  econ¬ 
omy  of  the  United  States. 

Some  years  ago  this  Congress  passed 
legislation  providing  for  a  system  of  con¬ 
trol  of  cotton  acreage,  which  contains 
a  provision  which  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  feels — I  know  there  is  some  dis¬ 
pute  about  whether  it  would  require  him 
or  not — but,  at  least,  he  feels  it  requires 
him  to  fix  the  minimum  acreage  for  the 
year  1954  at  17,900,000  acres.  That  is 
a  tremendous  reduction  from  last  year’s 
cotton  plantings.  In  1953,  we  planted 
in  the  United  States  approximately  26 
million  acres  of  cotton.  You  can  readily 
understand,  when  you  reduce  your  acre¬ 
age  by  more  than  one-third,  what  you 
have  done  to  the  income  of  people  who 
produce  that  cotton.  I  know  you  will 
say,  “Well,  you  guarantee  that  farmer 
will  get  90  percent  of  parity.”  Yes. 
You  guarantee  him  that  he  is  going  to 
get  90  percent — nine-tenths  of  a  fair 
price — for  what  he  produces.  He  got 
that  last  year.  He  has  received  more 
than  that  for  several  years  past.  Now, 
we  are  going  to  take  away  one-third  of 
his  production,  but  we  are  not  going  to 
increase  his  price. 

We  are  going  to  leave  that  price  ten 
percent  below  parity  and  if,  perchance, 
the  income  of  the  dwellers  of  our  great 
cities  drops;  if,  perchance,  the  wages 
of  our  workers  drop ;  if,  perchance,  the 
income  of  our  great  corporations  drops, 
then  that  parity  is  also  going  to  drop 
because  parity  is  tied  to  the  income  of 
other  sections  of  our  country;  and  the 
farmers  will  not  even  get  nine-tenths 
of  a  fair  price  for  the  two-thirds  of  a 
crop  which  he  is  going  to  be  allowed  to 
grow. 

I  hope  we  all  recognize  that  the  farmer 
is  faced  with  a  desperate  situation  of 
trying  to  make  ends  meet.  The  Con¬ 
gress  authorized  limitations  on  acreage 
because  we  recognized  that  the  farmer 
owed  an  obligation  to  carry  part  of  the 
burden  by  controlling  his  production,  if 
he  were  going  to  have  the  assurance 
that  he  would  get  even  90  percent  of  a 
square  deal.  But  it  does  seem  that  to 
require  a  cut  of  more  than  33  Vs  percent 
at  one  time  is  a  little  more  than  almost 
any  group  can  stand. 

I  do  not  believe  there  is  a  labor  union 
in  America  that  would  continue  to  work 
if  we  were  to  provide  that  their  wages 
should  be  cut  33 ‘/a  percent,  or  that  the 
time  that  they  could  put  in  each  year 
would  be  cut  33’/3  percent. 


I  do  not  think  there  are  many  of  our 
manufacturers  who  would  continue  in 
business  if  their  income  were  reduced 
33  V3  percent  in  one  year.  Yet  that  is 
what  we  are  doing  to  the  cotton  farmer. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  the  gentleman,  as  he  is  well 
aware,  that  California,  for  one  State,  is 
being  cut  52  percent. 

■Mr.  POAGE.  I  realize  that.  The 
gentleman  from  California  will  recall 
that  last  summer  I  was  one  of  those  who 
joined  in  the  passage  of  a  bill  by  this 
House  that  at  least  sought  to  ameliorate 
that  condition  in  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  is  to 
be  commended  for  his  efforts  in  our  be¬ 
half.  I  merely  wanted  to  point  out  that 
the  situation  is  even  more  serious  in 
other  parts  of  the  country. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man.  But  I  did  want  him  to  recall — ■ 
and  the  gentleman  was  present  before 
our  committee  and  we  discussed  the  mat¬ 
ter  at  great  length,  and  there  was  great 
difference  of  opinion  as  to  how  far  we 
could  go — but  the  gentleman  will  recall 
that  I  made  some  strenuous  efforts  to 
bring  about  a  compromise,  and  we  did 
bring  about  a  compromise  last  summer. 

In  this  House  we  agreed  that  there 
was  too  much  of  a  cut  at  one  time,  that 
we  would  not  try  to  go  over  the  precipice 
all  at  once,  we  would  not  try  to  step  out 
over  the  ledge  and  go  clear  down  to  the 
floor,  but  that  we  would  build  some  steps 
and  that  we  would  go  down  step  by  step. 
We  agreed  that  if  we  had  to  go  down  all 
the  way  at  one  time,  we  might  break  our 
leg.  We  therefore  undertook  to  do  this 
over  a  period  of  ,  time.  That  is  what  the 
House  of  Representatives  did.  And  I 
think  we  passed  a  pretty  sound  bill.  I 
believe  the  gentleman  from  California 
will  agree  that  it  was  about  as  good  as 
we  could  expect  to  get.  It  was  not  all 
that  he  wanted,  and  it  was  not  all  that 
some  others  wanted. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  should  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman,  if  he  will  yield  to  me, 
that  any  bill  of  this  type  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  compromise.  It  cannot  be  other¬ 
wise,  and  for  that  reason,  as  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage]  has  said, 
I  agreed  to  the  bill. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  is  right. 
What  we  did  was  this — and  this  House 
of  Representatives  did  it,  and  did  it  5 
months  before  the  other  body  seemed 
disposed  to  take  any  action  whatever: 
We  took  cognizance  of  the  condition  that 
confronted  our  farmers.  We  were  not 
sound  asleep  here  as  some'  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  at  the  other  end  of  this  Capitol 
Building  supposed.  We  sent  over  to  the 
body  on  the  other  side,  last  summer,  a 
bill  that  raised  the  acreage  allotment, 
and  that  bill  provided  not  simply  for  an 
increase  in  acres,  but  it  provided  fur¬ 
ther  that  when  those  acres  got  down  to 
the  State,  they  should  go  on  down  to  the 
county  and  when  they  had  gone  down  to 
the  county,  each  county  in  the  United 
States  should  have  the  right  to  decide 
for  itself  whether  those  additional  acres 
were  to  be  distributed  on  the  county  fac- 
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tor  basis;  that  is,  the  basis  of  the  per¬ 
centage  of  the.  total  number  of  acres 
of  tilled  land  that  one  owned,  or  whether 
they  should  be  distributed  on  the  .per¬ 
sonal  history  involved;  that  is,  how  much 
cotton  the  individual  had  grown  pre¬ 
viously.  As  the  gentleman  knows,  there 
are  some  sections  of  this  country  where 
it  is  considered  very  desirable  to  dis¬ 
tribute  cotton  acres  on  the  basis  of  per¬ 
sonal  history.  That  is,  all  of  the  farmers 
are  not  growing  cotton.  Some  of  them 
have  grown  cotton  and  have  depended  on 
it  solely,  whereas  others  are  not  cotton 
farmer’s  at  all.  I  can  understand  that  in 
many  of  those  regions  the  personal  his¬ 
tory  approach  seems  to  be  the  better 
one. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  are  vast 
areas  in  the  United  States  in  which 
most  everybody  has  been  growing  some 
cotton  but  where  almost  all  the  farmers 
have  been  following  the  teachings  of  the 
county  agents  and  the  rest  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  the  teachings 
of  diversification,  where  those  farmers 
have  ceased  to  plant  all  of  their  land  in 
cotton  and  are  growing  some  corn,  some 
feed,  some  grain,  some  alfalfa,  some 
livestock,  some  fruit  ?md  vegetables, 
growing  all  of  these  things  they  were 
told  they  should  grow.  In  those  sec¬ 
tions  it  would  be  very  harsh  indeed  to  say 
to  those  men  who  have  diversified  that 
we  are  going  to  penalize  you  for  carry¬ 
ing  nut  the  advice  all  the  agricultural 
experts  of  the  United  States  Government 
have  been  giving  you  over  the  years. 
However,  that  is  what  we  would  do  if  we 
should  say  we  would  require  all  of  this 
acreage  to  be  distributed  on  the  basis 
of  personal  history. 

So  the  House  bill  said  that  the  addi¬ 
tional  acres  might  be  divided  at  the 
county  level,  either  on  history  or  on  the 
county  factor  as  the  county  local  com¬ 
mittee  thought  was  best  for  that  par¬ 
ticular  area.  I  think  ,  that  is  fair  and 
that  it  is  extremely  important. 

The  House  bill  also  provided  that  if  an 
individual  got  an  allotment  he  did  not 
need  he  could  turn  it  back  to  the  county 
committee  for  allocation  to  some  other 
farmer  who  did  need  it.  I  think  that 
was  important,  too. 

I  think  the  House  bill  give  us  a  reason¬ 
ably  fair  approach  to  this  matter. 

The  other  body  paid  no  attention  to 
the  House  bill  and  did  not  act  on  it. 
They  knew  or  should  have  known  that 
there  was  a  referendum  coming  up  in 
December;  that  the  farmers  were  going 
to  have  to  vote  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  would  submit  to  a  reduction  of 
their  acreage.  Of  course,  those  farmers 
should  have  known  before  they  had  to 
vote  in  that  referendum  just  how  much 
acreage  they  were  going  to  get.  The 
House  of  Representatives  tried  to  give 
them  the  opportunity  of  knowing  that. 

I  am  not  making  any  partisan  appeal, 
but  I  say  Members  on  both  sides  of  the 
House  supported  that  bill.  There  was 
not  a  vote  against  it  in  the  House  of 
Representatives  that  I  can  recall.  I 
know  there  was  none  in  our  committee. 

The  House  felt  that  it  had  provided 
a  fair  compromise  between  the  view¬ 
points  of  different  sections  of  the  coun¬ 
try  and  a  fair  way  to  allow  an  expres¬ 
sion  of  local  opinion.  Most  of  us  have 
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been  quite  vocal  in  our  statements  that 
we  wanted  to  get  the  Government  back 
close  to  the  people.  There  has  been  no 
monopoly  on  those  statements  on  either 
side  of  the  aisle.  We  had  said  that  we 
did  not  want  the  Government  here  in 
Washington  to  dictate  to  the  people  on 
matters  where  they  themselves  could 
make  their  own  determination. 

So  the  House  bill  said  that  the  people 
in  the  counties  could  decide  whether 
they  wanted  to  distribute  this  cotton 
acreage  on  the  county  factor  or  personal 
history  basis.  I  think  that  is  getting  it 
as  far  back  to  the  people  as  you  can 
get  it. 

But  the  other  body  did  not  feel  dis¬ 
posed  to  act.  I  understand  there  was 
one  Senator  who  said  he  did  not  want 
to  come  back  up  here  to  take  action  on 
this  bill,  so  he  stayed  in  his  State.  The 
committee  said  that  it  would  not  act 
without  their  distinguished  colleague’s 
presence.  So  the  farmers  were  re¬ 
quired  to  vote  without  knowing  how 
much  the  reduction  was  to  be. 

In  this  session  there  was  a  meeting  of 
the  committee  in  the  other  body.  A 
subcommittee  was  appointed.  That 
subcommittee  met  and  directed  their 
staff  to  review  the  action  of  some  or  at 
least  of  one  of  the  farm  organizations 
of  the  country  and  to  bring  those  sug¬ 
gestions  out  in  bill  form.  That  was 
done.  The  bill  was  reported  favorably 
by  the  committee  before  it  was  intro¬ 
duced.  That  is  right  and  the  record  so 
shows.  It  was  passed  by  the  other  body 
and  is  now  before  us. 

That  bill  would  increase  the  acreage 
allowed  to  be  planted  in  cotton  in  the 
United  States.  I  have  no  criticism  of 
the  action  of  the  other  body  in  reducing 
the  increase  that  the  House  provided 
because  we  made  our  increase  when  we 
were  faced  only  with  an  estimate  of  how 
much  cotton  we  would  grow  in  1953. 
That  estimate  was  slightly  over  14  mil¬ 
lion  bales  at  the  time  this  House  acted. 
Now  we  know  we  actually  grew  over  16 
million  bales  and  very  properly  the 
other  body  reduced  the  increase  so  that 
it  did  not  increase  the  total  acreage  as 
much  as  our  bill  did. 

But  then  how  did  they  distribute  it? 
And  here,  to  me,  is  the  dangerous  thing 
and  the  thing  of  which  I  think  every 
Member  should  be  aware.  That  bill  from 
the  other  body  which  is  now  before  us 
provides  that  all  of  this  increase  shall  be 
divided,  first,  at  the  State  level,  so  as  to 
go  to  those  farms  that  do  not  have  at 
the  present  time  an  allotment  equal  to 
65  percent  of  their  average  plantings,  or 
40  percent  of  their  highest  plantings  at 
any  time  in  the  last  3  years,  in  no  event 
to  exceed  50  percent  of  their  total  tilled 
acreage. 

Now  that  places  the  distribution  on  in¬ 
dividual  history.  That  means  that  any 
man  who  has  been  growing  a  very  large 
proportion  of  his  land  in  cotton  will  re¬ 
ceive,  under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  a  sub¬ 
stantial  increase  in  his  present  allot¬ 
ment,  and  I  have  no  objection  to  those 
individuals  receiving  some  help.  I  un¬ 
derstand  and  appreciate  the  argument 
that  is  made  that  the  man  who  is  geared 
up  to  growing  cotton  has  the  machinery, 
the  know-how,  and  the  equipment  to 


stay  in  business  and  needs  a  larger  per¬ 
centage  of  his  land  than  somebody  else 
does.  And  he  will  get  it  under  either  bill 
as  I  see  it,  because  the  House  bill  makes 
provision  for  adjustment  of  hardship 
cases,  and  if  his  falls  in  the  hardship- 
case  category,  certainly  he  would  have 
the  opportunity  to  receive  an  adjust¬ 
ment.  But  the  House  bill  does  provide 
that  all  of  the  farmers,  all  of  the  cotton 
farmers  of  America  will  get  something 
out  of  this  adjustment.  It  may  not  be 
large,  but  the  House  bill  would  give  to 
John  Jones  and  Henry  Smith  and  to  all 
the  rest  of  the  farmers  of  our  country 
something.  But  the  bill  that  is  proposed 
by  the  other  body  would  in  many  States, 
at  least,  give  absolutely  nothing  to  a 
great  number  of  our  farmers.  In  the 
State  of  Texas — and  I  quote  Texas  be¬ 
cause  I  am  familiar  with  the  figures 
there — this  bill  would  give  to  Texas,  of 
course,  more  acreage  than  any  other 
State,  because  Texas  accounts  for  nearly 
40  percent  of  the  total  cotton  acreage  of 
this  Nation.  Texas  would  get,  under  the 
terms  of  the  proposed  bill,  1,342,000  ad¬ 
ditional  acres,  and  that  is  a  lot  of  cot¬ 
ton.  But  under  the  estimates  that  have 
been  furnished  me  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  it  will  require  1,411,000  acres 
to  satisfy  this  65-40-50  gadget;  in  other 
words,  there  will  not  be  enough  cotton 
come  to  Texas  to  take  care  of  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  going  to  get  additional  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  under  this  gadget.  They 
therefore  will  get  something  less  than 
the  rest  of  the  farmers  of  the  Nation. 
They  will  get,  instead  of  up  to  65  per¬ 
cent,  maybe  up  to  60  percent  of  their  av¬ 
erage  plantings,  and  maybe  up  to  37  per¬ 
cent  of  their  highest  plantings. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  gladly  yield  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  want  to  commend 
the  gentleman  for  bringing  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  this  body  some  of  the  problems 
that  are  becoming  very  apparent  in  con¬ 
nection  with  this  part  of  the  farm  pro¬ 
gram.  As  I  understand,  the  gentleman 
recognizes  that  when,  under  strict  allo¬ 
cations,  you  begin  to  cut  back  acreage 
allotments  too  far,  it  makes  it  difficult 
for  the  farmers  to  make  a  living,  because 
their  return  is  the  amount  of  bales  of 
cotton,  whatever  it  may  be,  that  they 
have  to  sell,  times  the  price.  That  is  their 
return.  Of  course,  the  gentleman  recog¬ 
nizes,  as  we  all  do,  that  presently  we  have 
a  year’s  supply  of  cotton  in  the  carry¬ 
over  of  the  country. 

I  will  not  take  too  much  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  time,  but  again  I  say  in  all  sin¬ 
cerity  and  honesty  I  am  glad  he  has 
brought  up  this  matter,  because  I  think 
it  is  going  to  be  constantly  before  us  as 
we  look  over  this  whole  farm  situation. 
When  you  begin  to  allocate  acres,  when 
you  restrict,  you  run  into  all  sorts  of  al¬ 
leged  inequities  and  difficulties  and  some¬ 
times  downright  discrimination.  It  is 
extremely  difficult  to  make  allocations  as 
everyone  would  think  that  they  ought  to 
be  made,  which,  of  course,  is  the  thing 
the  gentleman  referred  to. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course,  I  have  to  agree 
with  the  majority  leader  as  to  the  diffi¬ 
culties  that  arise.  Possibly  the  only  dif- 
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ference  of  opinion  I  have  with  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  that  I  believe  we  can 
solve  these  difficulties.  I  believe  this 
Congress  can  do  the  thing  that  should 
be  done;  in  fact,  I  think  this  House  did 
do  the  thing  that  should  be  done  in  re¬ 
gard  to  cotton.  I  do  not  think  it  is  an 
insoluble  problem  that  is  presented  to  us, 
although  I  recognize,  as  the  majority 
leader  points  out,  it  is  a  difficult  prob¬ 
lem.  However,  it  is  one  to  which  we 
should  devote  our  best  efforts,  and  not 
take  the  defeatist  attitude  that  it  cannot 
be  done,  and  that  we  have  to  deny  the 
farmer  a  living  price  for  his  products 
because  of  the  difficulty  of  working  the 
problem  out. 

I  fear  that  the  majority  leader  proposes 
to  lead  me  into  the  proposition  of  saying 
that  I  would  favor  a  reduction  in  the 
price  that  is  guaranteed  to  the  farmer, 
but  I  will  accept  no  such  words  in  my 
mouth  because  I  think  we  can  very  well 
continue  to  guarantee  the  farmer  a  full 
90  percent  of  parity  for  his  products,  re¬ 
quiring  of  him  only  his  reasonable  coop¬ 
eration  in  keeping  his  production  within 
reasonable  limits. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  I  certainly  was  not 
trying  to  put  any  words  in  the  mouth  of 
the  gentleman  nor  to  prejudice  his  posi¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  beg  the  gentleman’s 
pardon  if  he  was  not. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Everything  I  said 
was  in  good  faith.  Certainly  I  do  not 
think  that  in  anything  I  said  the  gentle¬ 
man  can  find  any  fair  basis  for  asserting 
that  I  for  my  part  believe  that  the 
problems  cannot  be  solved,  because  I 
believe  they  can  be  solved.  As  to  just 
how  we  are  finally  going  to  do  it,  that 
is  a  matter  we  can  talk  about.  But 
certainly  what  the  gentleman  has  said 
does  point  up  some  of  the  difficulties 
involved.  That  is  the  reason  I  said  I  am 
glad  he  brought  them  up,  because  it 
would  not  hurt  us  to  be  thinking  about 
them  a  little. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  thank  the  majority 
leader  because  I  realize  it  is  a  difficult 
problem.  It  is  one  to  which  we  have 
to  give  our  best  thought.  It  is  one  to 
which  I  wanted  to  direct  the  thought  of 
this  House  this  afternoon,  particularly 
as  to  the  inequity  of  the  distribution  of 
the  cotton  acreage  under  the  proposed 
legislation. 

I  realize  we  might  talk  here  for  hours 
about  the  support  program  and  I  real¬ 
ize  how  essential  the  support  program 
is.  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am 
in  favor  of  90  percent  support  for  all 
of  the  storable  basic  commodities  when¬ 
ever  the  farmers  of  America  are  will¬ 
ing  to  bear  a  share  of  the  burden  by 
making  a  reasonable  and  fair  reduction 
in  their  production. 

The  question  before  us  now  is.  What  is 
reasonable  and  what  is  fair?  I  think 
the  other  body  has  very  clearly  and 
very  fairly  fixed  the  amount  of  the  re¬ 
duction,  but  when  it  comes  to  distribut¬ 
ing  those  acres  they  will  have  failed  to 
give  relief  to  a  very  large  percentage 
of  the  cotton  farmers,  failed  to  give  any 
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relief  to  a  very  large  percentage,  unless 
they  at  least  will  go  far  enough  to  say 
that  we  believe  in  local  self-determina¬ 
tion  at  the  county  level.  That  is  the 
_  reason  I  call  the  attention  of  this  House 
now  to  the  basic  difference  between  the 
approach  of  the  two  houses  to  this  im¬ 
portant  question. 

The  approach  of  this  body  was  to  leave 
it  to  the  local  people.  The  approach  of 
the  other  body  is  to  say  that  we  are 
going  to  take  care  of  a  group  of  pro¬ 
ducers  no  matter  how  worthy  they  may 
be,  a  minomy  group,  a  small  minority 
of  the  total,  we  are  going  to  take  care 
of  them  in  a  rather  liberal  manner,  but 
.we  are  going  to  do  absolutely  nothing 
for  the  vast  majority  of  the  producers. 

If  any  of  you  anticipate  that  because 
you  have  not  so  far  hear.d  very  much 
about  this,  that  the  farmers  are  not  go¬ 
ing  to  be  disturbed  when  they  realize 
what  has  happened  to  them,  you  are  due 
for  a  rude  awakening. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  LYLE.  One  of  the  problems  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  from  Texas  and  the 
majority  leader  had  in  mind  was  that 
in  south  Texas  we  must  plant  our  cotton 
in  the  next  few  weeks,  very  much  ahead 
of  the  rest  of  the  Nation.  It  is  very  im¬ 
portant  for  us  that  the  conference  com¬ 
mittee  bring  in  a  report,  otherwise  we 
have  no  relief  whatsoever.  Relief  2 
months  from  now  that  might  relieve 
some  of  the  Nation  will  do  us  no  good 
whatsoever.  Is  there  any  possibility  we 
might  get  a  report  in  the  next  day  or 
two? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  recognize  the  serious 
problem  the  gentleman  mentions.  Yet, 
I  do  not  think  you  can  hope  to  get  a 
report  in  a  day  or  two.  The  conferees, 
were  just  recently  appointed  within  the 
last  hour,  in  fact.  There  seems  to  be 
such  a  divergency  of  opinion  as  to  how 
this  should  be  handled  that  it  would  be 
remarkable  if  we  would  get  an  agree¬ 
ment  in  a  day  or  two.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  that  the  House  committee  is 
doing  everything  it  can  to  get  a  report 
out  as  promptly  as  possible.  We  have 
asked  for  an  immediate  conference,  but 
I  understand  the  other  body  has  stated 
that  was  impossible.  Of  course,  we  have 
been  doing  all  we  could  since  last  spring. 

Mr.  LYLE.  The  people  of  my  district 
have  great  confidence  in  your  committee, 
and  in  the  House  committee.  We  hope 
sincerely  that  you  will  advocate  our  po¬ 
sition.  We  must  have  a  solution  within 
the  next  few  days. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course,  I  do  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  advocate  the  proposition  that  we 
should  accept  anything  in  the  world  that 
the  other  body  proposes  just  in  order  to 
get  legislation,  but  I  can  assure  my  col- 
legue  that  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  House  are  going  to  try  to  get  a  fair 
bill  just  as  quickly  as  possible. 

Mr.  LYLE.  I  find  that  we  are  in  the 
position  that  if  we  do  not  get  something, 
we  will  have  nothing. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  exactly  right, 
but  the  House  of  Representatives  gave  to 
the  American  people,  subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  other  body,  last  summer 
legislation  which  I  believe  you  will  agree 
is  fundamentally  sound,  I  do  not  think. 


that  the  responsibility  falls  on  this  body 
to  repudiate  all  that  we  have  done  after 
months  and  months  of  work,  simply  in 
order  to  do  something  that  somebody 
else  proposes.  It  seems  to  me  there  is 
a  responsibility  elsewhere  other  than  in 
this  House.  I  propose,  of  course,  to  try 
to  get  as  close  to  what  the  House  has 
suggested  as  is  possible.  I  recognize,  of 
course,  that  we  must  make  compromises, 
and  I,  as  one  of  the  conferees,  certainly 
am  prepared  to  make  compromises,  but  I 
am  not  prepared  to  sell  out  nine-tenths 
of  the  farmers  in  order  to  give  all  of  the 
cotton  to  one-tenth  even  if  it  means  that 
nobody  gets  any  cotton.  I  want  addi¬ 
tional  cotton  acres,  but  I  want  them 
fairly  apportioned. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  stated  that  this  bill  would  give 
nine-tenths  of  the  additional  acreage  to 
one-tenth  of  the  farmers. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  want  to  be  held 
to  any  exact  figures  because  I  do  not 
know  exactly  what  the  figures  are,  but  I 
feel  that  in  my  section  that  would  prob¬ 
ably  be  substantially  correct^ 

Mr.  HUNTER.  The  gentleman  is 
speaking  of  the  State  of  Texas  and  he 
is  not  speaking  of  the  entire  Cotton  Belt 
south  dnd  west;  is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  am  speaking  of  Texas 
and,  of  course,  Texas  accounts  for  nearly 
40  percent  of  the  Nation’s  cotton  acre¬ 
age.  Any  way  you  figure  it,  it  amounts 
to  a  lot  of  people  not  getting  anything 
under  the  bill  that  is  proposed. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  But  that  is  not  true 
of  the  country  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  am  sure,  as  I  tried  to 
point  out  that  there  are  many  areas 
where  it  is  highly  desirable  to  use  the 
formula  which  the  other  body  proposes. 

I  believe  the  gentleman  recognizes,  how¬ 
ever,  that  within  the  State  of  Texas  alone 
there  is  the  same  sort  of  diversity  of  sit¬ 
uations  which  exists  in  the  entire  Nation, 
and  that  some  sections  of  our  State 
would  want  one  formula  and  some  would 
want  another.  I  certainly  have  no  dis¬ 
position  to  impose  upon  the  gentleman 
from  California  a  formula  which  might 
be  desirable  to  my  people  and  would  not 
be  desirable  to  his  people.  All  I  am  ask¬ 
ing  is  that  he  give  us  the  opportunity] 
to  use  either  formula  we  want  at  the  local 5 
level  because  we  do  have  a  great  diversity 
of  Situations  and  we  are  simply  asking 
that  you  give  us  the  right  to  let  the  local 
people  determine  this  rather  than  to 
have  an  edict  sent  down  from  Wash¬ 
ington. 

AMENDMENT  TO  CONSTITUTION  ON 

POWERS  OF  PRESIDENT  REGARD¬ 
ING  TREATIES  AND  EXECUTIVE 

AGREEMENTS 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Keating).  Under  previous  order  of  the 
House,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Javits]  is  recognized  for  20  min¬ 
utes. 

(Mr.  JAVITS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  my  pur¬ 
pose  today  is  to  discuss  a  question  of  the 
gravest  import  to  the  foreign  policy  of 


the  country  which  is  about  to  erupt  in 
the  country  into  what  is  called  a  great 
debate.  This  concerns  a  proposed 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  known 
as  Senate  Joint  Resolution  1  proposed 
by  the  senior  Member  of  the  other  body 
from  Ohio,  which  deals  with  the  pow¬ 
ers  of  the  President  to  be  the  sole  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  United  States  in  respect 
of  negotiations  on  the  country’s  foreign 
policy.  This  amendment,  I  might  say, 
is  not  confined  to  the  other  body.  Nine 
Members  of  this  House  have  also  intro¬ 
duced  the  same  amendment  here. 

We  all  know  that  this  is  a  matter  of 
the  most  serious  discussion  in  the  coun¬ 
try  today.  The  House  of  Representatives 
has  had  a  growing  importance  in  foreign 
policy.  This  House,  insofar  as  it  au¬ 
thorizes  appropriations  and  appropri¬ 
ates  is  very  important.  In  addition  to 
that  it  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with 
actually  working  out  the  policy  of  the 
European  recovery  and  mutual  security 
programs.  It,  too,  should  be  deeply 
concerned  with  this  matter. 

Now  it  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
author  of  this  amendment  that  it  is  ab¬ 
solutely  essential  to  the  country,  because 
there  must  be  greater  restraint  upon  the 
President  in  respect  of  treaties — and  in 
respect  of  executive  agreements;  it  is 
sought,  says  the  author,  to  prevent  their 
becoming  the  law  of  the  land — by  self  . 
operation  once  approved  by  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  Senate — including  the  law 
of  the  separate  States  as  they  now  do 
under  the  Constitution,  because  it  is 
claimed  this  gives  the  President  who 
negotiates  such  treaties,  too  much 
power. 

The  text  of  the  amendment,  with 
which  I  believe  most  Members  are  fa¬ 
miliar,  provides  that  no  provision  of  a 
treaty  shall  be  domestic  law  except 
which  is  otherwise  passed  as  if  it  were 
domestic  law  in  the  absence  of  a  treaty. 
That  means  that  when  a  treaty  is  ratified 
by  two-thirds  of  the  other  body,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Constitution,  then  that  treaty 
must  be  implemented  by  law  passed  by 
both  the  House  and  Senate  and  signed  by 
the  President,  and  if  it  concerns  any 
matter  of  internal  law  of  any  State — 
and  many  treaties  do — it  cannot  become 
law  in  that  State  unless  that  State 
passes  implementing  legislation  itself  in 
accordance  with  its  own  constitutional 
processes.  So  that  treaties  which  affect 
[any  State  internally,  and  these  include 
reaties  of  friendship,  trade,  and  com- 
terce;  treaties  affecting  the  status  of 
ilitary  forces  abroad;  treaties  dealing 
Ivith  taxation  to  avoid  double  taxation 
jor  Americans  doing  business  abroad 
and  foreigners  doing  business  here; 
treaties  affecting  narcotics;  and,  finally, 
any  treaties  affecting  the  control  of 
atomic  energy.  As  such  treaties  gener¬ 
ally  concern  questions  of  land  owner¬ 
ship,  inheritance,  local  business,  or  the 
practice  of  the  professions,  the  proposed 
amendment  would  make  the  legislatures 
of  the  separate  States,  in  effect,  coordi¬ 
nate  bodies  with  the  Congress  in  dealing 
with  the  treaty  power. 

This  is  a  very  grave  restriction  upon 
the  power  of  the  President  in  foreign 
affairs.  It  calls  to  mind  the  fact  that 
the  Articles  of  Confederation  failed  in 
the  period  up  to  1787  when  the  Consti- 
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tutional  Convention  convened,  because 
of  the  very  imperfections  which  this 
amendment  proposes  to  recreate. 

I  am  sure  there  are  many  men  of  great 
distinction  who  are  back  of  this  amend¬ 
ment  and  who  feel  sincerely  that  it  is 
necessary.  But  I  am  deeply  convinced, 
and  I  think  so  too  are  many  other  re¬ 
sponsible  people  in  the  country,  that  if 
we  pass  this  amendment  it  would  de¬ 
stroy  the  division  of  powers  between  the 
executive,  legislative,  and  judiciary  un¬ 
der  the  Constitution,  and  it  would  be  a 
return  to  isolationism  in  a  new  guise.  It 
would  cause  the  United  States,  in  prac¬ 
tical  effect,  “to  secede  from  the  world,” 
which  is  not  my  catechism  but  that  of 
Dean  Joseph  O'Meara  of  Notre  Dame 
Law  School  as  quoted  from  a  reply  to  an 
inquiry  by  the  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Foreign  Relations  Committee. 

I  think  it  is  a  situation  that  is  of  the 
most  vital  importance  to  the  country,  a 
situation  which  is  analogous  to  the 
Court-packing  bill;  which  was  a  similar 
crisis  seeking  to  change  the  separation 
of  constitutional  powers  in  domestic  af¬ 
fairs.  I  hope  that  those  who  oppose  this 
particular  amendment  will  understand 
its  import,  as  being  exactly  that  serious 
in  terms  of  foreign  affairs. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  sugges¬ 
tions  of  alternatives  to  satisfy  any  rea¬ 
sonable  fears  of  supporters  of  this 
amendment.  One  of  the  suggestions 
would  provide  that  when  a  treaty  shall  be 
approved  by  the  Senate,  the  yeas  and 
nays  shall  be  called  on  it,  that  it  shall  not 
be  contrary  to  anything  which  is  provided 
in  the  Constitution  and  that  the  judicial 
power  shall  extend  to  such  treaty.  An¬ 
other  suggestion  which  I  would  make 
myself  is  the  possibility  of  recognizing 
the  new  importance  of  the  House  of 
Representatives,  which  has  grown  so 
much  in  respect  of  foreign  affairs  and 
changing  the  Constitution  to  require 
treaties  to  be  approved  by  both  Houses, 
by  a  two-thirds  majority,  the  same  as 
is  now  required  only  of  the  other  body. 
That  treaties  are  valid  only  if  not  con¬ 
trary  to  provisions  of  the  Constitution 
and  are  subject  to  the  judicial  power  is 
now  clearly  the  law  but  there  is  no  harm 
in  the  reassurance  of  putting  it  into  an 
amendment. 

Neither  of  these  alternatives  makes  a 
fundamental  change  in  the  separation  of 
powers,  whereas  the  amendment  to 
which  I  am  opposed  which  is,  as  I  said 
before,  so  much  a  matter  of  public  de¬ 
bate  makes  a  very  fundamental  change 
in  the  constitutional  structure  of  sepa¬ 
ration  of  the  powers  which  has  endured 
for  164  years. 

Much  is  made  of  the  fact  that  a  great 
many  distinguished  Members,  indeed,  a 
majority  of  the  Members  of  the  other 
body,  have  their  names  on  this  pro¬ 
posal.  That  is  always  advanced  as  a 
very  important  reason  why  it  is  a  good 
proposal.  I  think  it  is  to  be  hoped  that 
it  will  soon  be  made  clear  what  is  the 
actual  support  for  this  amendment  and 
what  is  the  support  of  the  idea  either 
of  just  discussing  the  suggestion,  or  of 
crystallizing  existing  law  for  the  purpose 
of  reasssuring  a  great  many  people  who 
are  worried  about  it. 

The  responsibility  of  world  leadership 
by  the  United  States  is  so  great,  and  this 


issue  is  at  such  a  high  pitch  of  discus¬ 
sion,  that  Members  of  Congress  should  as 
soon  as  possible  no  longer  leave  the  free 
world  in  doubt  as  to  this  particular 
amendment. 

Before  we  take  up  other  particular  ob¬ 
jections  to  it,  I  should  like  to  take  a  min¬ 
ute  to  deduce  what  we  can  from  the 
papers  as  to  why  this  amendment  is  sud¬ 
denly  brought  in.  As  I  see  it,  it  has  three 
reasons.  First,  a  new  fear  of  the  United 
Nations.  This  is  frankly  stated  by  the 
majority  report  of  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  other  body  which  says  that 
the  United  Nations,  they  believe,  is  pre¬ 
paring  to  propose  to  all.  of  its  members, 
including  the  United  States,  some  200 
separate  treaties  dealing  with  many  di¬ 
verse  questions  of  domestic  jurisdiction 
and  that  therefore  this  amendment  is 
being  set  up  as  a  new  safeguard  to  pre¬ 
vent  anything  being  imposed  upon  the 
United  States. 

Another  argument  which  is  made  is 
that  the  examples  of  the  executive 
actions  at  Yalta,  Potsdam,  and  Teheran 
in  connection  with  World  War  II  make  it 
necessary  to  have  some  greater  restraints 
in  foreign  affairs  put  upon  the  President. 

The  third  argument  made  is  that  in  a 
case  decided  in  1920,  some  34  years  ago — ■ 
Missouri  against  Holland — the  Supreme 
Court  said  that  a  treaty  could  control  a 
matter  of  domestic  law  within  a  State 
and  that  it  would  be  paramount.  So  it 
is  implied  that  the  Senate  could  approve 
some  treaty  which  the  President  had 
made  changing  the  Constitution,  chang¬ 
ing  our  form  of  government,  or  impair¬ 
ing  the  Bill  of  Rights. 

To  start  back  from  that  last  argument, 
the  Supreme  Court  has  said  specifically, 
as  long  ago  as  1890 — Geoffrey  against 
Riggs — that  no  treaty  may  be  made 
which  is  contrary  to  anything  which  is 
stated  in  the  Constitution.  That  is  clear 
and  unequivocal.  The  Secretary  of  State 
and  the  President  have  both  stated  that 
that  is  their  interpretation,  and  so  has 
the  Attorney  General.  I  do  not  think 
there  can  be  any  question  about  that. 
I  think  that  the  contrary  is  just  a  “hob¬ 
goblin”  that  is  raised  in  this  particular 
situation. 

As  to  Yalta,  Potsdam,  and  Teheran,  the 
argument  that  has  been  made  by  many 
people  on  this  subject  is  that  there  were 
secret  arguments  and  that  they  have 
worked  out  mischievously.  But  there  is 
nothing  in  the  amendment  which  we  are 
discussing,  there  is  nothing  in  any 
amendment  which  we  can  draw  unless 
we  are  ready  to  reduce  the  powers  of  the 
Presidency  to  those  held  by  an  executive 
such  as  the  President  of  France — which 
has,  however,  the  parliamentary  form  of 
government— unless  we  are  ready  to  do 
that,  there  is  nothing  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  that  could  stop  any  President  from 
making  a  secret  agreement;  and  if  the 
Congress  would  approve  an  improvident 
agreement  that  Congress  would  have  to 
have  its  head  examined,  but  as  the  laiw 
stands  now  it  could  repudiate  it,  and  that 
repudiation  is  effective  now  without  any 
amendment. 

There  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  Con¬ 
gress — and  the  cases  on  this  are  very 
clear — from  passing  a  resolution  repu¬ 
diating  any  secret  agreement  and  de¬ 


claring  that  it  is  not  law  in  the  United 
States,  whether  made  at  Yalta,  Potsdam, 
Teheran,  or  elsewhere. 

Finally,  as  to  what  the  United  Nations 
is  trying  to  do.  If  it  tries  to  do  some¬ 
thing  which  the  American  people  are  for, 
the  Congress  would  approve  it.  And  if 
it  tries  to  do  something  which  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  are  against,  the  Congress 
could  disapprove  it. 

We  have  had  enough  struggles  wifh 
respect  to  treaties,  including  the  turn¬ 
down  of  the  League  of  Nations  after 
World  War  I  to  know  that  wBen  the  pub¬ 
lic  is  aroused,  no  one  is  going  to  impose 
upon  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

Let  us  look  at  the  other  side  for  a 
minute  and  see  the  errors  which  are  in¬ 
volved  in  this  amendment. 

In  the  first  place,  it  would  tie  the 
President’s  hands  in  negotiations  with 
foreign  governments  at  a  time  when  we 
have  elected  a  new  President  in  whom 
we  have  the  greatest  measure  of  confi¬ 
dence  on  this  issue,  at  a  time  when  we 
do  not  want  a  world  war  in  and  want 
to  carry  on  negotiations  to  avoid  it.  Just 
when  we  need  an  Executive  who  has 
power  which  the  Constitution  gives  him, 
and  when  we  have  an  Executive  in  whom 
the  great  majority  have  full  confidence 
on  foreign  policy,  this  amendment  pro¬ 
poses  to  take  away  the  power. 

The  fact  that  this  amendment  is  taken 
so  very  seriously  in  our  country  is  itself 
a  factor  in  world  negotiations  with  re¬ 
spect  to  bringing  about  peace  through 
the  U.  N„  regional  organization  and  the 
control  of  the  atom.  It  tends  to  give 
support  to  an  argument  that  the  spirit 
of  isolation  is  not  dead  in  this  country 
which  we  thought  for  all  political  pur¬ 
poses  it  was  but  a  short  time  ago.  I 
think  it  is  a  very  inopportune  time  to 
bring  up  this  amendment. 

In  one  further  point  about  the  need 
for  implementing  legislation  in  order  to 
make  a  treaty  effective  which  this 
amendment  would  introduce.  Today  a 
treaty  becomes  effective  when  the  other 
body  approves  it,  it  becomes  effective  as 
domestic  law  unless  contrary  to  the 
Constitution.  But  the  Congress  may  by 
law  invalidate  and  denounce  any  treaty 
at  any  time  that  it  passes  a  bill  to  that 
effect  and  the  President  signs  it  or  it  is 
passed  over  his  veto. 

Under  the  plan  proposed  in  this 
amendment  we  will  have  five  separate 
steps  to  get  anything  done  about  a 
treaty.  The  President  must  make  the 
tz-eaty,  the  other  body  must  approve  it, 
then  both  bodies  must  implement  it, 
their  the  President  has  the  right  to  say 
thaf  he  does  or  does  not  want  the  im¬ 
plementation,  and  finally  both  Houses 
have  the  right  to  pass  it  over  his  veto. 
This  our  negotiators  say  will  hamsti’ing 
our  efforts  to  negotiate  with  other  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  world  on  matters  which  are 
so  essential  to  be  negotiated  today.  I 
need  not  describe  to  you  in  greater  de¬ 
tail,  also,  the  mischief  and  havoc  the 
amendment  can  work  by  leaving  open  to 
question  whether  a  treaty  is  effective  un¬ 
less  48  separate  State  legislatures  pass 
implementing  legislation  to  that  effect. 

The  amendment  also  gives  Congi-ess 
power  in  advance  to  regulate  executive 
agreements.  These  are  very  numerous 
and  are  concerned  with  many  details  as 
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or  violence,  violating  sections  2387  or 
2338  which  relate  to  acts  involving  the 
morale,  loyalty,  and  discipline  of  the 
Armed  Forces. 

A  violation  of  each  and  every  one  of 
those  sections  of  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  involves  activities  that  are 
in  and  of  themselves  hostile  and  injuri¬ 
ous  to  our  Government.  Those  actions 
evince  a  criminal  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  perpetrators  to  betray  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  and  so  viola  tes 
their  allegiance  to  this  Government.  A 
combination  of  such  acts  and  criminal 
intent  can  lead  to  but  one  conclusion, 
namely,  that  such  a  person  has  re¬ 
nounced  his  allegiance  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States. 

By  requiring  that  the  citizen  must 
have  been  found  guilty  of  one  of  these 
crimes  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic¬ 
tion  before  the  additional  penalty  of  loss 
of  nationality  can  be  imposed  my  bill 
adheres  to  those  fundamental  principles 
of  American  criminal  jurisprudence 
such  as  a  fair  trial,  the  presumption  of 
innocence,  and  all  the  other  safeguards 
of  a  defendant’s  rights. 

Under  the  provision  of  my  bill  the  loss 
of  nationality  would  he  automatic  after 
the  conviction.  By  predicating  the 
grounds  for  loss  of  nationality  upon 
specific  sections  of  title  18  of  the  United 
States  Code  any  problems  of  unconsti¬ 
tutionality  for  vagueness  or  generality 
are  obviated.  Then,  too,  the  need  for  any 
additional  litigation  is  avoided. 

There  may  be  some  who  might  ques¬ 
tion  the  constitutionality  of  this  bill  par¬ 
ticularly  as  it  applies  to  native-born 
citizens.  The  question  is  asked,  “Does 
Congress  possess  the  power  to  revoke  the 
nationality  of  a  native-born  citizen?” 

I  have  no  fear  in  that  regard.  Under 
my  bill  Congress  does  not  revoke  the 
nationality  of  a  native-born  citizen,  in¬ 
stead  Congress  merely  recognizes  the 
right  of  expatriation  and  defines  the 
acts  to  effect  it. 

Congress  recognized  the  right  of  ex¬ 
patriation  in  1868:  It  is  the  voluntary 
renunciation  or  abandonment  of  na¬ 
tionality  or  allegiance  to  this  Govern¬ 
ment  that  had  been  acquired  at  birth. 

This  doctrine  of  expatriation  is  not 
new  to  this  Government.  I  refer  to  the 
Civil  War  Statute — Revised  Statutes, 
section  1996 — 18651 

All  persons  who  deserted  the  military  or 
naval  service  of  the  United  States  and  did 
not  return  thereto  or  report  themselves  to  a 
provost  marshal  within  60  days  after  the 
issuance  of  the  proclamation  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  dated  March  11,  1865,  are  deemed 
to  have  voluntarily  relinquished  and  for¬ 
feited  their  rights  of  citizenship,  as  well  as 
the  rights  to  become  citizens  and  such  de¬ 
serters  shall  be  forever  incapable  of  holding 
any  office  of  trust  or  profit  under  the  United 
States,  or  of  exercising  any  rights  of  citizens 
thereof. 

In  1907  Congress  enacted  a  general  ex¬ 
patriation  statute — 34  Statute,  page 
1228.  Today,  section  349  (a) ,  para¬ 
graphs  7,  8,  9,  and  10,  of  the  Immigration 
and  Nationality  Act  provide  for  loss  of 
nationality  by  such  acts  as  the  making  of 
a  formal  written  renunciation  of  na¬ 
tionality  in  time  of  war,  desertion  in  time 
of  war,  acts  of,  treason,  or  attempts  to 
overthrow  the  United  States  by  force  or 


bearing  arms  against  it  and  by  departing 
from  or  remaining  outside  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  in  time  of  war 
or  national  emergency  in  order  to  avoid 
military  service.  The  same  acts  were 
formerly  found  in  the  Nationality  Act  of 
1940 — 8  United  States  Code,  page  801. 

If  one  keeps  clearly  in  mind  that  the 
loss  of  nationality  results  from  voluntary 
action  of  a  renunciative  nature  by  the 
citizen  himself  in  conformity  with  ap¬ 
plicable  principles — and  is  not  a  revoca¬ 
tion  of  nationality  by  Congress  itself — ■ 
the  fear  of  unconstitutionality  should 
abate. 

Those  criminals  whose  very  crimes 
subvert  their  allegiance  to  our  form  of 
government  and  at  the  same  time 
weaken  our  national  security  should  for¬ 
feit  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  citi¬ 
zenship  which  they  have  betrayed.  No 
avenue  should  be  left  open  to  them  to 
pursue  their  schemes  as  citizens.  All 
opportunity  for  them  to  pursue  their 
subversive  activities  should  be  blocked. 

My  bill  will  effectuate  such  objectives 
with  dispatch,  under  a  procedure  that 
is  consistent  with  those  rights  and  privi¬ 
leges  conferred  upon  these  traitors  by 
the  very  Constitution  and  Government 
which  they  seek  to  destroy. 

My  bill  is  designed  to  preserve  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  Government  from  the  traitorous 
acts  of  those  who  seek  to  destroy  it  while 
at  the  same  time  it  permits  the  self- 
destruction  of  the  nationality — including 
the  rights  and  privileges — of  those  who 
betray  their  allegiance  to  it. 


SPECIAL  ORDERS  GRANTED 

Mrs.  SULLIVAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  10 
minutes  today,  following  the  legislative 
program  of  the  day  and  the  conclusion 
of  any  special  orders  heretofore  granted. 

Mr.  SIKES  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Priest)  was  given  permission  to  address 
the  House  for  15  minutes  today,  follow¬ 
ing  the  legislative  program  of  the  day 
and  the  conclusion  of  any  special  orders 
heretofore  granted. 


STABILIZING  FARM  PRICES 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin  aske 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  tt  s 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Wisconsin.  M 
Speaker,  the  bill  I  have  introduced  tc 
day  covers  dairy  products  and  oth< 
livestock  products,  as  outlined  in  the  fir 
two  farm  bills  that  I  introduced  la 
week.  In  addition,  this  third  bill,  H.  ] 
7267,  applies  the  same  principles  to  ce: 
tain  other  major  farm  commoditie 
Enactment  of  this  bill,  along  with  tl 
others,  would  give  the  Nation  a  far: 
program  of  definite  action  to  stabili; 
farm  income  and  prices  at  not  less  than 
100  percent  of  parity. 

These  bills  would  procide  support  to 
farmers  when  support  is  needed.  My 
bills  do  not  authorize  the  sliding  scale. 
I  do  not  think  farmers  in  my  district 
want  the  sliding  scale.  I  do  not  think 
the  sliding  scale,  variable  price-support 
theory  will  work. 

None  of  the  large  industrialists,  who 
manufacture  the  goods  that  farmers 


buy,  have  put  any  sliding  scale  on  their 
asking  prices  during  this  period  of  fall¬ 
ing  farm  income.  Farm  machinery 
products  have  been  cut,  but  machinery 
prices  are  just  as  high  as  they  have  ever 
been. 

The  dairy  farmer  has  had  some  experi¬ 
ence  with  the  sliding  scale  this  past  year. 
Prior  to  April  1,  1953,  he  was  faced  with 
the  uncertainty  that  supports  might  be 
dropped  to  the  bottom  of  the  support 
scale — now  set  at  75  percent  of  parity  by 
law.  Although  90  percent  of  parity  sup¬ 
ports  for  milk  and  butterfat  were  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  put  into  effect,  the  dairy 
farmer  in  my  district — and  in  most  of 
the  rest  of  the  country — has  realized  a 
return  of  only  84  percent  of  parity.  If 
the  announced  supports  were  dropped  to 
75  percent  next  April  1,  and  the  program 
should  be  administered  as  now,  the 
farmer  would  get  only  64  percent  of  par¬ 
ity.  Sliding-scale  supports  are  not  good 
for  fanners,  and  in  general  they  are  not 
good  for  the  public. 

Farmers  who  produce  other  farm  com¬ 
modities  cannot  afford  to  allow  the  vari¬ 
able  sliding  scale  to  go  into  effect  any 
more  than  the  dairy  farmer  can.  If  we 
allow  the  sliding  scale  the  opponents  of 
adequate  farm  price  supports  will  seek 
to  drive  wedges  between  the  producers  of 
different  farm  commodities.  They  will 
urge  different  programs  for  different 
commodities.  In  self -protection,  farm¬ 
ers  must  pull  together.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  has  recommended  a  good  wool 
program.  My  bills,  including  H.  R.  7267, 
which  I  have  introduced  today,  would 
apply  the  same  principle,  at  100  percent 
of  parity,  to  all  major  farm  commodities. 

These  bills  present  a  complete  price 
support  behind  which  all  farmers  can 
rally.  These  bills  would  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  provide  100  per¬ 
cent  of  parity  by  methods  that  would 
reflect  the  support  directly  to  farmers  in 
markets  where  they  sell.  Also,  they 
would  not  allow  the  benefits  of  the  sup¬ 
port  program  to  get  lost  in  the  brokerage 
houses  in  Chicago,  Philadelphia,  and 


SITUATION  OF  COTTON  FARMERS 
OF  AMERICA 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  remind  the  House  that  the 
cotton  farmers  of  America  are  suffering 
from  the  effects  of  inaction,  lack  of 
policy,  absence  of  recommendations,  and 
lack  of  cooperation  on  the  part  of  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  last  July  or  on 
the  first  day  of  August  when  Congress 
was  attempting  to  pass  a  bill  to  give  ad¬ 
ditional  acres  which  are  badly  needed. 
It  seems  to  me  it  took  the  Secretary  from 
July  to  October  or  December  to  realize 
the  condition  of  the  cotton  farmers  of 
this  Nation.  I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  will  be  a 
little  more  prompt  in  recognizing  the 
plight  of  the  farmer,  be  more  sympa¬ 
thetic  to,  and  will  also  offer  more  co¬ 
operation  than  he  has  offered  in  the  past. 
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SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 

Mi-.  DAVIS  of  Georgia  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  address  the  House 
for  20  minutes  on  Wednesday  next,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  legislative  program  of  the 
day  and  the  conclusion  of  any  special 
orders  heretofore  granted.  • 


SPECIAL  ORDER  GRANTED 
Mr.  EBERHARTER  asked  and  was 
granted  permission  to  address  the  House 
today  for  15  minutes,  following  the  legis¬ 
lative  business  and  any  other  special 
orders  heretofore  entered. 


FOREIGN  AFFAIRS  ADVISORY 
BOARD 

(Mr.  CARNAHAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  and  include  therewith  copy  of 
the  bill  H.  R.  6900.) 

Mr.  CARNAHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  since 
the  end  of  World  War  n  the  American 
people  have  expressed  a  concern  and  ex¬ 
pended  their  resources  for  the  achieve¬ 
ment  and  maintenance  of  international 
peace  and  security  to  a  degree  unsur¬ 
passed  in  the  annals  of  history.  In  this 
process  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  the  primary  role,  since  he  is 
charged  with  the  responsibility  for  the 
conduct  of  our  foreign  affairs.  While 
it  is  true  that  the  Secretary  of  State  is 
the  right  arm  of  the  President  in  ful¬ 
filling  this  responsibility,  the  President 
secures  his  advice  from  many  agencies 
of  the  Government  and  from  private 
sources.  Some  of  the  agencies  involved 
in  advising  the  President  are  in  turn  ad¬ 
vised  by  special  commissions,  boards,  and 
private  agencies. 

However,  the  widespread  mechanism 
of  executive  branch  and  outside  advice 
to  the  President  on  foreign  affairs  lacks 
cohesion,  continuity,  and,  in  a  sense,  it 
lacks  nonpartisanship.  To  remove  these 
obstacles  and  deterrents  to  effective  in¬ 
ternational  leadership  by  the  United 
States,  on  the  first  day  of  this  session  I 
introduced  a  bill,  H.  R.  6900,  establishing 
a  Foreign  Affairs  Advisory  Board  of  nine 
members  appointed  by  the  President 
with  Senatorial  confirmation,  whose 
function  it  will  be  to  make  a  continuing 
study  and  evaluation  of  international 
conditions  for  the  purpose  of  advising 
and  consulting  with  the  President.  They 
will  devote  their  full  time  to  this  task. 
Responsible  world  leadership  demands 
the  establishment  of  this  Board. 

I  hope  favorable  action  will  be 
promptly  taken  on  the  measure  during 
this  session  of  the  Congress. 

H.  R.  6900 

A  bill  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Advisory  Board 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That,  in  order  to  assist 
the  President  in  conducting  the  foreign  af¬ 
fairs  of  the  United  States,  to  establish  con¬ 
tinuity  of  foreign  policy,  and  to  provide  a 
reliable  source  of  information  concerning 
the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United  States  for 
officers  of  the  Government  and  the  public 
at  large,  there  is  hereby  established  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Advisory  Board  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Board”). 


DUTIES  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  2.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Board 
to  make  a  continuing  study  and  evaluation 
of  conditions  in  the  United  States  and  abroad 
which  affect  the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United 
States,  and  to  advise  and  consult  with  the 
President  to  assist  him  in  formulating  the 
foreign  policy  of  the  United  States  and  in 
conducting  the  foreign  affairs  of  the  United 
States. 

MEMBERSHIP  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  3.  (a)  The  Board  shall  be  composed 
of  9  members  appointed  by  the  President, 
by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Senate,  solely  on  the  basis  of  their  knowl¬ 
edge,  ability,  and  experience  in  the  field  of 
foreign  affairs  and  international  affairs  gen¬ 
erally.  No  member  of  the  Board  shall  be 
less  than  40  years  of  age. 

(b)  The  members  of  the  Board  shall  serve 
for  terms  of  18  years,  except  that  the  9  mem¬ 
bers  first  appointed  shall  serve  for  terms  of 
2,  4,  6,  8,  10,  12,  14,  16,  and  18  years,  re¬ 
spectively,  as  designated  by  the  President  at 
the  time  of  appointment. 

(c)  (1)  Any  vacancy  occurring  in-  the 
membership  of  the  Board  shall  not  affect  its 
powers,  but  shall  be  filled  in  the  same  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  original  appointment  was 
made. 

(2)  Any  member  appointed  to  fill  a 
vacancy  occurring  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
the  term  for  which  his  predecessor  was  ap¬ 
pointed  shall  be  appointed  for  the  remainder 
of  such  term. 

(3)  Any  vacancy  existing  in  the  member¬ 
ship  of  the  Board  for  more  than  1  year  shall 
be  temporarily  filled  by  majority  action  of 
the  remaining  members  of  the  Board.  Such 
temporary  appointee  shall  serve  until  an 
appointment  is  made  as  provided  in  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection. 

(4)  Upon  the  expiration  of  his  term  of 
office  a  member  shall  continue  to  serve  until 
his  successor  is  appointed  and  takes  office. 

ORGANIZATION  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  4.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  State  shall 
be  an  ex  officio  member  of  the  Board,  and 
shall  at  his  pleasure  preside  at  its  meetings. 

(b)  The  Board  shall  select  one  of  its 
members  who  shall  serve  as  its  chairman  and 
preside  at  all  meetings  not  presided  over 
by  the  Secretary  of  State. 

(c)  The  Board  shall  meet  at  regular  in¬ 
tervals  (not  less  often  than  once  each 
month) ,  and  at  such  other  times  as  the 
Board  may  decide  and  as  the  President  may 
direct. 

(d)  Five  members  of  the  Board  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  quorum. 

COMPENSATION  OF  MEMBERS  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  5.  Each  qiember  of  the  Board  shall 
receive  compensation  at  the  rate  of  $25,000 
a  year,  and  shall  in  addition  be  reimbursed 
for  travel,  subsistence,  and  other  necessary 
expenses  incurred  by  him  in  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  duties  vested  in  the  Board. 

STAFF  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  6.  The  Board  shall  have  power  to  ap¬ 
point  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such 
personnel  as  it  deems  advisable. 

POWERS  OF  THE  BOARD 

Sec.  7.  (a)  The  Board,  or  any  member 
thereof  when  so  directed  by  the  Board,  may, 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  duties 
vested  in  the  Board  by  this  act,  hold  such 
hearings  and  sit  and  act  at  such  times  and 
places,  and  take  such  testimony,  as  the 
Board  or  such  member  may  deem  advisable. 
Any  member  of  the  Board  may  administer 
oaths  or  affirmations  to  witnesses  appearing 
before  the  Board  or  before  such  member. 

(b)  The  Board  is  authorized  to  secure  di¬ 
rectly  from  any  executive  department, 
agency,  independent  establishment,  or  other 
instrumentality  such  information,  sugges¬ 
tions,  estimates,  and  statistics  as  it  may  re- 
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quire  in  carrying  out  its  duties  under  this 
act;  and  each  such  department,  agency,  in¬ 
dependent  establishment,  and  instrumen¬ 
tality  is  authorized  and  directed  to  furnish 
such  information,  suggestions,  estimates,  and 
statistics  directly  to  the  Board  upon  request 
therefor  made  by  the  Board. 

EXPENSES  OF  TH'E  BOARD 

Sec.  8.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  to 
carry  out  this  act. 


WHY  WON’T  STATE  DEPARTMENT 

TRY  TO  EFFECT  RELEASE  OF  GI’S 

AND  CIVILIANS  ILLEGALLY  HELD 

PRISONER  BY  THE  REDS? 

(Mr.  LANE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1  min¬ 
ute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  LANE.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  a 
time  when  our  State  Department  was 
not  afraid  to  demand  the  release  of  one 
American  illegally  held  as  a  prisoner  by 
any  nation. 

Now  it  appears  to  consider  many  as 
mere  pawns  in  the  game  of  power 
politics. 

It  is  estimated  that  944  Americans 
who  fought  for  our  country  and  were 
taken  prisoner  by  the  Chinese  Commu¬ 
nists  have  been  conveniently  forgotten 
by  their  own  Government. 

Plus  an  undetermined  number  oi 
American  civilians. 

Can  it  be  that  the  improvisers  of  our 
foreign  policy  are  so  weak,  timid,  or  con¬ 
fused  that  they  have  lost  sight  of  moral 
values  in  dealing  with  the  international 
aggressors? 

The  silence  of  the  State  Department, 
and  its  refusal  to  speak  up  for  all  Ameri¬ 
cans  who  are  held  by  the  Russians  and 
the  Chinese  on  trumped-up  charges,  is 
a  source  of  disappointment  and  dismay 
to  an  increasing  number  of  people  in  the 
United  States. 

We  may  debate  the  point  of  trade-not- 
aid  in  the  economic  field,  but  we  bitterly 
oppose  its  extension  to  diplomacy. 
Americans  held  behind  the  Iron  Cur¬ 
tain  against  their  will  in  violation  of  the 
Korean  truce  terms,  or  stripped  of  the 
protection  they  are  entitled  to  from  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  are  not 
surplus  commodities  to  be  dumped  and 
abandoned.  The  State  Department  will 
not  aid  them.  This  emboldens  the  Com¬ 
munists  in  the  belief  that  they  can  trade 
back  these  missing  men  at  a  price — the 
dishonorable  and  costly  price  of  admit¬ 
ting  the  aggressor.  Red  China,  into  the 
United  Nations,  or  for  other  concessions 
to  Soviet  Russia. 

Where  are  the  rights  of  these  men, 
when  both  sides  consider  them  as  mere 
bargaining  points? 

As  the  moral,  as  well  as  the  material 
leader  of  the  free  wTorld,  it  is  our  duty 
to  work  unremittingly  for  the  release  of 
our  own  citizens,  and  for  the  release  of 
non-Russians  and  non-Chinese  who  are 
kept  captive  without  a  shred  of  legality. 

Anxious  relatives  and  friends  in  the 
United  States  pray  for  some  sign  of  lead¬ 
ership  by  our  Government  to  give  them 
hope  that  these  victims  of  involuntary 
servitude  will  regain  their  freedom. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  r  .port  on  cotton-allotments  bill.  San.  Humphrey 
favored  90?o  price  supports  and  claimed  merchants  were  concerned  over  f  lling  farm 
prices o  Sen#  Morse  recommended  development  of  program  to  dispose  surplus  feeds  to 
charity#  Sen-te  passed  St.  Lawrence  seaway  bill©  Rep.  Hepe  and  Sen.  Hayden,  and. 
others,  introduced  resolutions  on  Mexican  farm-labor  supply.  Rep.  King  (Pa.)  intro¬ 
duced  bill  providing  tax  nmortizrtion  deductions  on  fruit  and.  vegetable  storage  facil¬ 
ities  . 


SENATE 

1.  ST.  LAV/SSI! CE  SEA- /AY,  Passed  with  amendments,  51  tc  33  >  2.  2150,'  to  create  the 

St,  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corporation  (pp,  484-5,  591-5 »  505-42). 

During  the  debate  on  this  measure,  Sen,  liken  pointed  out  that  the  pranosed 
corporation  would  not  establish  a  precedent  in  the  resrect  that  it  would  re¬ 
quire  a  borrowing  corporation  to  come  to  Congress  yearly  for  appropriations, 
and  said  that  the  CCC  "is  given  borrowing  rower .  which  it  uses;  and  then,  I  be¬ 
lieve  quite  improperly,  the  notes  to  the  Treasury  are  canceled"  (p.  509). 
this  connection,  Sen.  Ferguson  discussed  the  borrowing  and  lending  authority  of 
the  REA  (p,  510) . 

Sen,  Humphrey  inserted  an  American  Farm  Bureau  resolution  favoring  enactment 
of  this  bill  (pp.  468-9) 0  . 

2.  SURPLUS  FOOD.  Sen.  Dorse  opposed  placing  surplus  food  in  storage,  "thus  remov¬ 

ing  it  from  consumption,"  and  recommended  that  the  Admini stra.tion  develop  a  pro¬ 
gram  whereby  charitable  institutions  will  bo  given  adequate  quantities  of  sur¬ 
plus  foods  (p.  485). 

3.  PRICE. SUPPORTS;  FARM  PRICES,  Sen.  Humphrey  favored  90#  price  supports,  claimed 

that  Minnesota  businessmen  were  concerned  over  falling  farm  prices,  and  insert- 


ed  a  Thief  Biver  Falls  (Mina, )  newspaper  advertisement  signed  "by  leading  merchant 


urging  Congress  to  "try  to  establish  100  percent  of  parity'1  and  other  articles 
on  farm  and  food  prices  (p,  483). 


4.  MOMIMTIOEV  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  ordered  favorably  reported 
(but  did  not  actually  report)  the  nomination  of  L.  M,  Gould  to  be  a  member  of 
the  rational  Science  Board,  national  Science  Foundation  (p»  108) . 


5.  SOCIAL  SECURITY,  Sen,  Humphrey  inserted  his  statement  praising  the  President's 
social  security  message  (pp.  482-3). 


REPORTS.  Received  reports  from  various  Senate  Committees,  including  the  Agricul- 

•  - '^c®3&Wr®4r  (pp.  469-75)*  ■  •• 


ture  "and  Forestry  Committee ,  /and  e:cpen< 

Received*  the  report  of  Government- Operati  ons  Commit  tee  on  Audi_t  Reports  of 
Government  Corporations  and  Agencies  (S,  •Kept.  861)  (p.  469)'.  • 

Received-  the  Agriculture  end- Forestry  Committee's  report-  on  hearings  held  in 
Minneapolis,  Minn.,  and  Galveston,  Tex.-,  on  the-  importation  and  disposition  of 
Canadian’  wheat  classified  as' "wheat  unfit' for  human  consumption"  (S.  Pept,  862) 

(p„  469):-  ■  \  ’  h 
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7. 


TREATIES,  Sen.  McCarran  spoke  in  favor  of 'S.  J.  Pes,  1,  (the  Bricker  amendment) 
to  restrict  the  President's  treat}7-  power  and  in  opposition  'to  Sen-.  Knowland's 
substitute  therefor  (pp,  495-505). 

Son.  Lehman  inserted  a  Young.- Republican  Club  of  hew  York  resolution  opposing 
S.  J.  Res.  1  (p.  469). 


8.  PEItSOITREL ;  RETIREMENT.  Sen.  'Williams  discussed  a  "major  loophole  in  our  retire¬ 
ment  laws"  and  he  urged  that  this  loophole  be  closed  by  legislation  (pp.  490-1). 


9.  ELE  C  TFi  IF  I  CAT  I  OR  „  Sen.  Morse  inserted  three  newspaper  articles  favoring  an  initia¬ 
tive  proposed  by  the  Idaho  Citizens  Legislative  Committee,  Inc.  which  provides 
for  a  commission  empowered  to  take  over  the  facilities  of  privately-owned  utili¬ 
ties  and  develop  new  resources  (pp,  517-3), 


10.  RECESSED  until  Fri. ,  Jan.  22,  1954  (p,  543).  The  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  as  announced  j 


by  Majority  Leader  Enow land:  Fri,,  Jan.  22,  calendar*  Mon, ,  Jan.  25,  considers 
various  nominations,  and  Korean  mutual  defense  treaty^  and  "either  on  Tuesday 
or  Wednesday. .. the  Senate  will  be  prepared  to  debate  Senate  Joint  Resolution  1," 
and  this  measure  was  made  the  unfinished  business  (pp.  5U  -2,  542-3)* 


HOUSE 


11.  C0TT01T  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS,,  Received  the  conference  report  on  II,  R,  6665,  provid¬ 
ing  for  cotton  acreage  allotments  for  1954  (pp.  462-5 *  466).  As'TC-poz't'Sd  by 
the  conferees  the  bill  would  provide  a  total  national  cotton  acrbff e  allotment 
of  21,379,342  acres  for  1954  Instead  of  the  22,672,700  acres  agreed  to  by  the 
House  originally;  would  permit  the  Secretary  to  increase  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas  to  classes  of  wheat  determined  to  be  in  short  supply;  and  would 
permit  section  32  funds  to  be  used  in  operations  with  respect  to  Irish  potatoes. 
The  report  states:  "The  legislation. , .adopts ,  subject  to  certain  modifications, 
the  Senate  bill's  emergency  provisions  for  the  1954  crop  and  accepts, .with  some 
revisions,  the  House  bill's  provisions  of  a  permanent  nature  relating  to  acreage 
allotments  and  quotas  for  the  long  range  cotton  program."  In  part  the  conferees: 

"Accepted  a  proposal  that  any  pert  of  the  county  allotment  heretofore  estab¬ 
lished  from  the  17,910,448  acres  for  the  1954  crop,  which  was  not  apportioned 
to  farms  because  of  the  limitations  in  the.  Act,  shall  be  available  .to  the  State 
Committee  and  used  to  provide  additional  apportionments  to  farm3.Mi 


"Agreed  to  an  amendment  in  the  Senate  hill  to  nrov3.de  that  unused  acreage 
allotments  heretofore  established  for  extra  long  staple  cotton  could  he  re¬ 
leased  and  reapportioned  in  the  dame  manner  provided  for  upland  cotton," 

‘•Accepted  the  long  range  features  of  the  Fouse  hill  that  provide  that  the 
State  acreage  reserve  shall  he  used  .in  addition  to  the  uses  to  which  such  re¬ 
serve  may  he  put  under  existing  law,  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments 
and  to  prevent  hardships.  Provision  is  also  made  to  permit  the  use  of  county 
reserve  in  adjusting  farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  prevent  hard¬ 
ships." 

12.  SURPLUS  Pi  OP.P.TY,  Peceived  from  this  Department  an  annual  report  regarding  the 

disposal  of  foreign  excess  property  (pp«  465-6), 

13.  PER  SORREL.  Bep0  George  claimed  that  many  of  the  personnel  added  to  Federal 

service  in  the  last  20  years  had  been  blanketed  into  civil  service  without  com¬ 
petitive  examinations  (p.  433), 

14.  F0-  SIGN.  TRADE.  Rep.  Bailey  spoke  against  the  Committee  for  a  National  Trade 

Policy,  claiming  its  purpose  is  to  "propogandize"  for  further  reduction  in 
tariffs  (pp.  432 ,  461-2) v 

15.  COFFEE.  Bep.  ICersten  urged  that  the  basic  facts  behind  the  rising  cost  of  coffee 

he  ascertained  (p,  431). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

16.  HEALTH.  S0  2778,  by  Sen.  Smith,  N.  J. ,  (for  himself  and  others),  to  amend  the 

Public  Health  Service  Act  to  -promote  and  assist  in  the  extension  and  improvement 
of  public  health  services,  to  provide  for  a  more  effective  use  of  available  Fed¬ 
eral  funds;  to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  (p.  475)*  Bemarks  of  Sen. 

Smith  (pp.  476~7» ) 

17.  FOREST  COMPACT.  S.  2786,  by  Sen.  Sparkman  (for  himself  and  others),  to  grant 

the  consent  and  approval  of  Congress  to  the  Southeastern  Interstate  Forest  Fire 
Protection  Compact;  to  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (p.  476).  Remarks  of 
Sen.  Sparkman  (pp.  478-9.) 

18.  FARM  LABOR.  S.  J.  Res.  121,  by  Sen.  Hayden  (for  himself  and  others),  and  H.  J» 

Res.  355 ,  by  Rep.  Rope,  relating  to  the  supplying  of  agricultural  workers  from 
the  Republic  of  Mexico;  to  Agriculture  Committees  (pp,  467.  476). 

19.  FARM'  LOANS.  K.  R.  7377,  E,  R0  7378,  and  B.  R.  7379,  by  Rep.  Edmondson,  and  H.  R, 

7391,  and  E,  E.  7392,  by  Rep.  Teague,  to  amend  title  III  of  the  Servicemen's 
Readjustment  Act, of  1944,  as  amended,  to  make  direct  housing  loans  to  veterans ; 
to  Veterans'  Affairs  Committee  (p.  466). 

20e  HER  SOIL  EL,  E.  E»  7372,  by  Rep.  Broyhill,  to  provide  cost-of-living  pay  adjust¬ 
ments  for  officers  and  employees  whose  rates  of  basic  compensation  are  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  the  Classification  ict  of  1949c.,;  to  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Committee  (p,  466), 

H0  R,  7373.  by  Rep.  Celler,  to  preserve  the  right  to  removal  procedures  in 
•  the  case  of  certain  officers  and  employees  in  positions  excented  from  the 
classified  civil  service;  to  TJost  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  466), 

H,  R,  7381,  by  Ren.  Jenkins,  to  provide  that  failure  of  any  officer  or  em¬ 
ployee  of  the  United  States  to  answer  certain  questions  shall  result  in  removal 

from  his  position  or  office;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  466). 

. 


■  H,  E.  73Q6 , '  by  Hen K  PObkisis',  to  amend  Section  22  (b)  of  the  Internal  Rev¬ 
enue  Code  so  as  to  provide  'that  &150  per  month  of  retirement  income  shall  be 
noiitaxahle;  to  hays  and  Means  Committee  (p*  466) & 

21*  STORAGE  FACILITIES,  •  H,  R»  7382,  by  Rep.  King,  Pa*,  to  'amend  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code  to  extend  to  fruit  and  Vegetable  storage  facilities  the  same  amort iza— 
deduction  now  provided  for  grain'  storage  facilities;  to  hays  and  Means 
Committee  (p.,  466)®'  ' 

22»  FaDU-AL  PRwPBKTY,  1.  R*  7401,  by  Rep.  Hoffman,  Mich* .,  to  provide  for  payments 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  States  or  local  taxing  units  adversely  affected  •'  - 
by  federal  acquisition,  ownership,  or  use  of  defense-production  facilities,  to 
provide  for  the  taxati on  of  certain  Federal  properties;  to  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  (p„  4 67)* 

ITEMS  III  APP3IVPIX  '  " 


23.  ALASKA  STATEIIOO D„  \ Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep,  Engle  urging  Congressmen  to  sign 
his  petition  to  discharge  the  louse  Rules  Committee  from  further  consideration  61 
of  this  bill  (p.  A403 ) „  •  ™ 


24.  FOR  HIGH  AID*  Rep,  Rees  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial,  ’’Meat  for  England” 
claiming  -ngland  is  get  ing  our  surplus  meat  for  a  nominal  price  under  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  but  continues  to  trade  with  Russia  "on  what  amounts  to  a 
cash  basis”  (p.  A408). 


?5 .  TAi  1 M  FOLIC I.  .  Rep.  Blatnik  inserted  a  Democratic  Digest  article,  "Farmers  and 
Consumers  Kurt  by  Two-hay  Price  Stretch"  (pp.  A428-9)„ 


26.  TREATIES.  Sen.  Kilgore  inserted  a  '.-'alter  Lippman  article  and  Sen.-  hi  ley  insert¬ 
ed  a  group  of  letters  and  telegrams  opposing  Sen.  Bricker's  proposed  consti¬ 
tutional  amendment  to  restrict  the  President's  treaty  power  (pp.  A3  61-2 ,  A3  93-4) 


27.  ST.  LAhREKCE  SEA  .AY.  Sen.  Martin  inserted  two  newspaper  editorials  and  a  letter 
opposing  .this  project,  and  Sen.  Green  inserted  an  editorial  praising  Sen. 
Kennedy  for  favoring  this  project  (pp„  A367,  A370)*-  >•  - 


2c.  C0Iii-RA  Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep,  Smith  (his. )  urging  a  voluntary  coffeeless 
Wednesday  to -combat  the  rising  cost  of  coffee  (pp.  A367-8). 


29*  BaaLi'E.  Rep.  'olverton  inserted  newspaper  editorials  praising  the  President's 
. proposed  health  program,  and  an;  article  by  Dr,  Evarts  Graham  "The -Right  to 
Health — A  Mew  Concept"  (pp„  •  A377-8,  A386-7). 


30.  PA- IGF  SUPj-OuTS.  r-ep.  Laird  inserted*  a  newspaper  edit orial  favoring  his  view 
that  "whatever  program  of  price  supports  is  finally  adopted,  dairy  -products 
should  be  supported  under  the  3ame  system  as  other  major  commodities"  (p.A378). 


3  .  .1. •  ovj 'TEQL.  Rep.  Smith  (Miesr )  inserted  a  newspaper  editorial  approving  the 

decision  or  the  Advisory  Committee  on  Army  Organization  that  the  Corps  of' 
Engineers  should  retain  its  flood  control  and  other  civil  functions  (t>-d.A381-2) . 


32.  .J-  AbCKMEL.  E/tr:.nft.1  on  of  remarks  by  Rep,  Moss  urging  that  the  Civil  Service 
..Commission' should  remove  the  "cloud  of  doubt  hovering- over  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  loyal  employees  of  the  Federal  Government"  by  nublicly  clarifying 

■f  security -'firings,  and  be  inserted  a  newsna-rer  article  on  this 

subject  (pp.  A410-1) 0 


83d  Congress  1  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  (  Report 
2d  Session  j  j  No.  1109 


COTTON  AND  WHEAT  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS  AND 

MARKETING  [QUOTAS 


January  20,  1954. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Hope,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the  following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  6665] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6665)  to 
amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quotas,  having  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend 
to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  section  844  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

“(m)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — - 

“( 1 )  The  national  acreage  allotment  established  under  subsection  (a) 
of  this  section  for  the  1954  croP  °f  cotton  shall  be  increased  to  twenty-one 
million  acres  and  apportioned  to  the  States  in  the  same  manner  in  which 
the  national  acreage  allotment  heretofore  established  for  1954  was  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States.  In  addition  to  such  increased  national  acreage 
allotment,  and  in  order  to  provide  equitable  adjustments  in  1954  farm 
acreage  allotments,  (A)  three  hundred  and  fifteen  thousand  additional 
acres  shall  be  prorated  as  follows:  one-half  to  the  States  of  Arizona,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  New  Mexico,  and  one-half  to  the  other  States  ( excluding  those 
which  received  a  minimum  allotment  under  subsection  ( k )  of  this  section ) , 
the  proration  of  each  half  being  made  to  the  States  jwrticipating  therein 
on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  increased  national  acreage 
allotment,  and,  ( B )  such  additional  acreage  shall  be  added  as  may  be 
required  to  provide  each  State  a  total  allotment  under  subsection  (6)  of 
this  section  and  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  of  not  less  than  66  per 
centum  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The  addi- 
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tional  acreage  made  available  to  States  under  clause  (B)  of  the  'preceding 
sentence  shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  future  State 
acreage  allotments.  The  additional  acreage  made  available  to  States 
under  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  ( 1 )  shall  be  apportioned  to  counties 
on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  State  acreage  allotment  hereto¬ 
fore  apportioned  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section,  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (f)  of  this  section :  Provided,  That,  if  the  county  committee 
determines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of 
the  additional  county  allotment  among  farms  in  the  county,  the  additional 
acreage  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  farms  so  as  to 
provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  per  centum 
of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and 
i958  (as  determined  by  the  county  committee  in  establishing  allotments 
under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section )  or  Ifi  per  centum  of  the  highest  am  cage 
planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years  as  so  deter¬ 
mined:  Provided,  That  the  State  committee  in  each  State  shall  limit  such 
increase  based  on  the  system  of  farming,  soil,  crop-rotation  practices ,  and 
other  physical  factors  affecting  production  in  such  State,  to  an  acreage 
not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  cropland  on  the  farm,  as  determined 
under  regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  the  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  com¬ 
puted,  such  farm  increases  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional 
acreage  available  to  the  county:  if  the  additional  acreage  available  to  the 
county  is  in  excess  of  the  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed  the  acreage 
remaining  after  making  such  increases  shall  be  allotted  to  farms  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  (3).  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  if  the  State  committee  determines  that  such 
action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  the  additional  acreage 
made  available  to  the  State  under  this  paragraph  ( 1 )  it  shall  apportion 
such  additional  allotment  directly  to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with 
an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953  (as  determined  by 
the  county  committee  in  establishing  allotments  under  subsection  (f)  of 
this  section)  or  40  per  centum  of  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on 
the  farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years  as  so  determined:  Provided,  That 
the  State  committee  in  each  State  shall  limit  such  increase  based  on  the 
system  of  farming,  soil,  crop-rotation  practices,  and  other  physical  factors 
affecting  production  in  such  State,  to  an  acreage  not  in  excess  of  50  per 
centum  of  the  cropland  on  the  farm,  as  determined  under  regulations 
heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Secretary:  Provided,  I  hat  if  the  State  total  of 
the  farm  increases  so  computed  exceeds  the  additional  acreage  made 
available  to  the  State  under  this  paragraph,  such  farm  increases  shall  be 
reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional  acreage  available  to  the  State.  .  Any 
acreage  unallotted  to  farms  because  of  the  limitations  contained  in  the 
preceding  sentence  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  State  committee  to  counties 
on  the  basis  of  past  acreages  planted  to  cotton  and  shall  be  used  by  county 
committees  for  adjustments  in  farm  allotments  on  the  basis  of  one  or  more 
of  the  following:  The  past  acreage  of  cotton  on  the  farm,  the  percentage  of 
cropland  heretofore  determined  under  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  this  section, 
and  the  factors  enumerated  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  of  this  section.  Before 
apportioning  such  unallotted  acreage  to  counties  as  provided  in  the  fore¬ 
going  sentence,  the  State  committee  may,  if  it  determines  that  such  action 
is  required  to  provide  equitable  allotments  within  the  State,  apportion 
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such  unallotted  acreage  directly  to  farms  to  the  extent  required  to  provide 
each  farm  with  the  minimum  allotment  described  in  subsection  if)  ( 1 )  of 
this  section.  Any  part  of  the  county  allotment  heretofore  established  for 
the  1954  crop  which  was  not  apportioned  to  farms  because  of  the  limitation 
contained  in  the  proviso  in  subsection  if)  (2)  of  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  State  committee  and  used  as  provided  above  for  apportionment 
of  unallotted  acreage  to  farms.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection,  except 
paragraph  (2),  shall  not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered  by  sec¬ 
tion  347  of  this  Act. 

“  (2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm  cotton  acreage  allotment  on 
which  cotton  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered  to 
the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such  farm 
and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the 
same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts  determined  by  the  county 
committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past  acreage  of  cotton, 
land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop  rota¬ 
tion  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  facilities  affecting  the  produc- 
|  tion  of  cotton.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily  surrendered  is  not 
needed  in  the  county,  the  county  committee  may  surrender  the  excess 
acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the 
State  acreage  reserve  under  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  Any  allotment 
transferred  under  this  provision  shall  be  regarded  for  the  purposes  of 
subsection  (f)  of  this  section  as  having  been  planted  on  the  farm  from 
which  transferred  rather  than  on  the  farm,  to  which  transferred,  except 
that  this  shall  not  operate  to  make  the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  was 
transferred  eligible  for  an  allotment  as  having  cotton  planted  thereon 
during  the  three-year  base  period:  Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any 
other  provisions  of  law,  any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  may  be  permanently  released  in  writing  to  the  county  committee 
by  the  owner  and  operator  of  the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  provided 
herein.  Acreage  surrendered,  reapportioned  under  this  paragraph,  and 
planted  shall  be  credited  to  the  State  and  county  in  determining  future 
acreage  allotments.  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  apply  also 
to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered  by  section  347  of  this  Act. 

“  (3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  section  or  other 
provision  of  law,  the  acreage  allotted  to  any  State  for  1954  under  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions  of  para- 
(  graph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection  which  is  less  than  one  hundred  thousand 
acres  but  more  than  thirty  thousand  acres  shall  be  increased  by  an  acreage 
equal  to  15  per  centum  of  the  acreage  allotted  to  it  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection.  Such  acreage  shall  be  used  by  the  State  committee 
as  a  reserve  to  make  equitable  adjustments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  on  the  basis  of  land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production 
of  cotton,  crop-rotation  practices,  past  acreages  of  cotton,  soil,  and  other 
physical  factors  affecting  the  production  of  cotton.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  344  (h)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “In  any  county 
in  which  a  major  flood  control  reservoir  constructed  by  the  United  States 
Government  shall  have  been  located  wholly  or  in  part,  acreage  allotments 
for  the  production  of  cotton  on  the  lands  within  such  reservoir,  which 
lands,  because  of  permanent  or  perennial  flooding  occasioned  by  the 
construction  of  such  reservoir,  shall  be  unfit  for  further  cotton  production, 
may  be  reallocated,  within  the  discretion  of  the  county  committee,  to  other 
lands  within  the  county  as  will  in  the  opinion  of  said  committee  best 
serve  the  public  interest.” 
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Sec.  3.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  further  amended,  effective  beginning  with  the  1955  crop, 
as  follows: 

(a)  By  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (e)  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  adding  “ or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm 
allotments  and  to  prevent  hardship 

(, b )  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  ( 3 )  the  colon  before  the  word 
11  Provided”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  adding  “or  in 
making  adjustments  in  farm  acreage  allotments  to  correct  inequities 
and  to  prevent  hardship:” . 

( c )  By  adding  a  new  paragraph  “( 6 )”  at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  ( 1 )  and  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  if  the  county  committee  recommends  such  action  and  the 
Secretary  determines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  county  allotment  among  farms  in  the  county,  the  county 
acreage  allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  ( 3 )  of  this 
subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on  which  cotton  has  been  planted  ; 
in  any  one  of  the  three  years  immediately  preceding  the  year  for  which 
such  allotment  is  determined,  on  the  basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton 
on  the  farm  during  such  three  year  period.  If  the  county  acreage  allot¬ 
ment  is  apportioned  among  the  farms  of  the  county  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  ot  this  paragraph,  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph 
(3)  of  this  subsection  may  be  used  to  make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish 
allotments  which  are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments 
under  this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in  paragraph  ( 3 ).” 

Sec.  4.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  if  after  investi¬ 
gation  the  Secretary  determines  with  respect  to  any  class  or  sub-class  of 
wheat  that  a  substantial  difference  exists  in  the  usage  or  marketing  outlets^ 
therefor  and  that  the  supply  of  such  wheat  for  the  1953—54  and  1954—55 
marketing  years  with  respect  to  the  1954  crop,  and  for  the  1954-55  and 
1955-56  marketing  years  with  respect  to  the  1955  crop,  will  be  substan¬ 
tially  short  of  indicated  market  demands  and  carryover  requirements  for 
such  wheat  for  such  marketing  years,  the  Secretary  shall  increase  the 
marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  for  such  crop  of  wheat  for  farms 
which  produced  such  wheat  in  one  or  more  of  the  preceding  three  years  to  { 
the  extent  necessary  to  make  available  a  supply  of  such  wheat  adequate  to 
meet  such  demands  and  carryover  requirements.  The  increases  in  farm 
marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  seeded  to  such  class  or  sub-class  of  wheat  during  the  period  of 
years  considered  in  establishing,  farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat.  The  additional  acreage  required  by  this  subsection 
shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  acreage  allotment,  and  shall  not  be  used 
to  increase  the  acreage  allotment  applicable  to  other  wheat  produced  on 
farms  for  which  such  additional  acreage  has  been  allotted,  nor  shall  such 
acreage  be  considered  in  establishing  future  State,  county,  and  farm  acreage 
allotments.” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  joint  resolution  entitled  “  Joint  resolution 
relating  to  cotton  and  peanut  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended ,  and  to 
price  support  for  potatoes”  (7  U.  S.  C.  1450),  is  amended  by  inserting 
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at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  11  Operations  with  respect  to  Irish  potatoes 
authorized  by  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other  purposes'  (7  U .  S.  C.  612c),  shall 
not  be  deemed  to  be  prohibited  by  this  section  or,  unless  marketing  quotas 
are  in  effect,  to  be  required  by  section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1919 
(7  U.  S.  C.  1146).” 

(b)  The  parenthetical  phrase  contained  in  the  sentence  preceding  the 
last  sentence  of  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other  purposes”  (7  U.  S.  C.  612c),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(other  than  those  receiving  price  support 
under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)”. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

Wm.  S.  Hill, 

Chas.  B.  Hoeven, 

Sid  Simpson, 

E.  K.  Bramblett, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Jno.  L.  McMillan, 

Thos.  G.  Abernethy, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

|Bouri<e  B.  Hickenlooper, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

John  J.  Williams, 

Andrew  F.  Schoeppel, 

Herman  Welker, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Earle  C.  Clements, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate 


STATEMENT  OF  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  positions  of  the  two  Houses  on  H.  R.  6665,  as  originally 
passed  by  the  House  and  as  amended  by  the  Senate,  relating  to 
cotton  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  action  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference  report: 

The  Senate  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House 
bill  and  inserted  a  substitute  amendment.  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  has  agreed  to  recommend  that  the  House  recede  from  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an  amendment 
which  is  a  substitute  for  the  House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  conference  substitute  relates  to  cotton,  Durum  wheat,  and 
Irish  potatoes. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  to  the  House,  prior  to  a  discussion  of  the 
agreement  reached  by  its  conferees,  that  the  House  on  July  31,  1953, 
passed  H.  R.  6665,  intended  to  deal  not  only  with  the  special  problems 
in  1954,  but  also  to  perfect  and  facilitate  the  operation  of  the  cotton 
acreage  allotment  and  marketing  quota  program  in  subsequent  years. 
The  House  action  occurred  prior  to  the  allocation  of  the  1954  national 
cotton  acreage  allotment  and  the  referendum  of  December  15,  1953, 
under  present  law.  The  legislation  was  sent  to  the  Senate,  where 
action  was  taken  January  12,  1954,  in  the  manner  of  a  substitute  for 
the  House  bill,  dealing  only  with  the  emergency  acreage  allotment 
problems  for  the  1954  cotton  crop,  and  with  Irish  potatoes  and  special 
class  of  wheat.  Meanwhile,  in  the  interim  of  the  action  between  the 
two  Houses,  a  cotton  crop  had  been  harvested  which  exceeded  by  ap¬ 
proximately  2  million  bales  the  estimate  on  the  1953  crop  that  was 
available  to  the  House  when  it  acted  upon  H.  R.  6665. 

The  legislation  agreed  upon  by  the  committee  of  conference,  pre¬ 
sented  in  this  report,  adopts,  subject  to  certain  modifications,  the 
Senate  bill’s  emergency  provisions  for  the  1954  crop  and  accepts,  with 
some  revisions,  the  House  bill’s  provisions  of  a  permanent  nature  re¬ 
lating  to  acreage  allotments  and  quotas  for  the  long-range  cotton 
program. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  legislation,  agreed  upon  in  conference, 
is  to  provide  for  adjustments  to  facilitate  a  reduction  in  the  production 
of  cotton  for  1954  without  causing  unnecessary  hardships,  and  to 
revise  the  basic  legislation  in  a  manner  to  facilitate  necessary  adjust¬ 
ments  in  the  future. 

Except  for  clarifying  minor  changes,  the  substitute  bill  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  is  explained  below. 

SECTION  1 — COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

The  first  paragraph  of  this  section  embraces  the  Senate  provision 
increasing  the  national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1954  cotton  crop 
to  21  million  acres  and  apportioning  this  acreage  to  the  States  in  the 
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same  manner  in  which  the  17,910,448  national  acreage  allotment 
heretofore  established  for  1954  was  apportioned  to  the  States.  In 
addition  to  such  increased  national  acreage  allotment,  the  legislation 
agreed  upon  provides  315,000  additional  acres  of  allotment  to  be 
apportioned,  one-half  to  the  States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  New 
Mexico  and  one-half  to  the  other  cotton-producing  States,  these 
two  prorations  to  be  made  to  the  States  sharing  therein,  other  than 
those  receiving  the  minimum  allotments  under  subsection  344  (k), 
on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  21 -million-acre  national 
acreage  allotment.  Furthermore,  the  legislation  provides  that  no 
cotton-producing  State  shall  receive  a  total  allotment  of  less  than  66 
percent  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The 
Senate  conferees  accepted  an  amendment  proposed  by  the  House 
conferees  that  such  acreage,  under  the  66-percent  guaranty  to  each 
State,  would  to  the  extent  planted  not  go  into  the  State  history  of 
cotton  plantings  for  purposes  of  computing  future  State  cotton  acreage 
allotments.  The  effect  of  this  paragraph  is  to  set  a  total  national 
|cotton  acreage  allotment  of  21,379,342  acres  for  1954.  H.  R.  6665 
^as  passed  by  the  House  would  have  set  a  national  allotment  at 
22,672,700  acres. 

Set  out  below  is  a  table  showing  the  manner  in  which  the  additional 
acreage  allotments  provided  by  the  bill  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
would  be  apportioned  among  the  States: 


Proposed  State  allotments  for  1954,  upland  cotton  and  related  data 
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Two  alternative  formulas  are  provided  for  apportioning  the  acreage 
made  available  to  States  under  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1),  as 
follows: 

(а)  After  the  additional  acreage  is  apportioned  to  the  States,  if  the 
State  committee  detennines  that  such  action  will  result  in  more  ade¬ 
quately  correcting  individual  farm  allotment  hardship  cases  for  1954, 
this  additional  acreage  may  be  distributed  directly  to  farms  so  as  to 
provide — to  the  extent  the  acreage  will  permit — -each  eligible  farm  with 
an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  percent  of  the  average  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  or  40  percent 
of  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any  1  of  these 
3  years,  but  with  a  provision  that  each  State  may  decide  upon  a  crop¬ 
land  percentage  limitation  as  to  the  total  acres  that  may  be  allotted 
under  this  provision  to  an  individual  farm. 

(б)  The  additional  State  allotment  may  go  directly  to  counties  on 
the  basis  of  their  respective  allotment  shares  of  the  State  acreage 
allotment  heretofore  apportioned,  and  the  county  committee  may 
Vlecide  to  use  either  (1)  the  county  cropland  factor  procedure  or  (2)  the 
4)5-40  procedure  described  above. 

In  the  Senate  amendment,  the  additional  acres  allotted  to  a  farm 
could  not  bring  the  total  farm  allotment  to  more  than  50  percent  of 
the  total  cropland  on  the  farm.  Because  of  differences  in  farming 
practices  in  different  States,  the  committee  of  conference  decided  to 
leave  the  final  determination  of  this  figure  to  the  State  committees, 
but  not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  the  cropland.  The  language  in  the 
conference  substitute  will  permit  each  State  committee,  taking  into 
consideration  certain  factors,  to  determine  the  figure  for  that  State. 
This  will  for  example  permit  the  Western  States — California,  Arizona, 
and  New  Mexico — if  their  State  committees  so  determine,  to  fix  the 
maximum  at  50  percent,  while  the  Eastern  States,  some  of  which 
prefer  a  40  percent  maximum,  can  adopt  that  figure  or  any  other  less 
than  50  percent  which  the  State  committee  may  determine. 

If  the  additional  acreage  allotted  a  State  is  not  sufficient  to  provide 
the  proposed  increases  in  farm  allotments  in  full,  by  use  of  formula 
(a) ,  all  the  proposed  farm  increases  would  be  reduced  proportionately. 
If  the  additional  acreage  allotted  the  State  is  more  than  sufficient,  the 
excess  would  first  be  used  to  the  extent  required  to  provide  each  farm 
Yvith  the  minimum  allotment  described  in  section  344  (f)  (1)  of  the 
act,  as  amended. 

The  conference  committee  accepted  a  proposal  that  any  part  of  the 
county  allotment  heretofore  established  from  the  17,910,448  acres  for 
the  1954  crop,  which  was  not  apportioned  to  farms  because  of  the 
limitations  in  the  act,  shall  be  available  to  the  State  committee  and 
used  to  provide  additional  apportionments  to  farms. 

The  bill  agreed  upon  in  conference  embraces  portions  of  both 
the  Senate  and  House  bills  to  permit  the  surrender  and  reapportion¬ 
ment  of  any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm  allotment  which  will  not 
be  planted  for  reallocation  within  -the  county.  If  any  acreage  remains 
of  such  released  acreage  it  shall  be  transferred  to  the  State  committee 
for  reallocation  within  the  State.  However,  such  surrendered  acreage 
would  be  contained  in  the  history  of  the  farm  from  which  it  was 
transferred  rather  than  the  farm  to  which  it  was  transferred.  Acreage 
surrendered,  reapportioned,  and  planted  will  be  credited  to  the  State 
and  to  the  county  in  which  the  planting  occurred. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  eliminate  language  in  the  Senate 
amendment  that  would  have  permitted  acreages  devoted  primarily 
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to  orchards  or  vineyards  to  be  used  for  the  first  time  in  determining 
“cropland.” 

The  conferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  to  the  Senate  bill  to  provide 
that  unused  acreage  allotments  heretofore  established  for  extra-long- 
staple  cotton  could  be  released  and  reapportioned  in  the  same  manner 
as  provided  for  upland  cotton. 

Senate  conferees  accepted  the  long-range  features  of  the  House 
bill  that  provide  that  the  State  acreage  reserve  shall  be  used,  in 
addition  to  the  uses  to  which  such  reserve  may  be  put  under  existing 
law,  to  correct  inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to  prevent  hardships. 
Provision  also  is  made  to  permit  the  use  of  county  reserve  in  adjusting 
farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  prevent  hardships. 

SECTION  4 — DURUM  WHEAT 

Section  4  of  the  bill  approved  by  the  conference  committee  would 
permit  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  increase  acreage  allotments, 
and  marketing  quotas  to  classes  of  wheat  determined  to  be  in  shorf 
supply.  At  the  present  time  there  is  an  acute  shortage  of  Durum 
wheat,  while  production  is  being  unduly  restricted  by  acreage 
allotments  and  marketing  quotas. 

SECTION  5 - POTATOES 

W  Section  5  of  the  bill  permits  section  32  funds  to  be  used  in  opera¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  Irish  potatoes.  Price  supports  for  potatoes 
are  prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  joint  resolution  entitled  Joint 
resolution  relating  to  cotton  and  peanut  acreage  allotments  and 
marketing  quotas"  under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  and  to  price  supports  for  potatoes.”  Section  32  opera¬ 
tions  do  not  provide  direct  price  supports  but,  by  encouraging  exports 
and  consumption,  they  do  have  the  effect  of  supporting  prices.  The 
bill  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  would  not  remove  the  general 
prohibition  against  price  supports  for  potatoes  nor  reactivate  the 
maximum  potato  price  support  provision  of  title  2  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  but  would  simply  permit  section  32  operations  for  potatoes 
on  the  same  basis  as  for  other  perishable  commodities. 

Sections  of  the  bill  relating  to  classes  of  wheat  in  short  supply  ancy 
to  Irish  potatoes  were  not  included  in  the  House  bill  but  were  agreedS 
upon  by  House  conferees  with  minor  amendments  in  the  original 
language  of  the  Senate  bill  relating  to  wheat. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

Wm.  S.  Hill, 

.  Chas.  B.  Hoeven, 

Sid  Simpson, 

E.  K.  Bramblett, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

Jno.  L.  McMillan, 

Thos.  G.  Abernethy, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House . 
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well  as  these  civilian  leaders,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  and  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Depart¬ 
ments  of  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  have 
such  unanimity  of  opinion  and  why  the 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  which  has  devoted  much  study 
and  interest  in  this  problem,  should  be 
challenged  as  they  have  been  chal¬ 
lenged  here  today.  The  question  of  uni¬ 
fication  is  hardly  pertinent  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  we  have  before  us.  I  do  not  know 
how  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
voted  when  we  established  a  separate 
Air  Force.  I  rather  imagine  he  voted 
to  separate  the  Army  from  the  Air 
Force. 

Mr.  BONNER.  Is  the  gentleman 
speaking  of  me  or  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Chatham]? 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  had  particularly  in 
mind  the  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  [Mr.  Bonner], 

Mr.  BONNER.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  I  have  the  greatest  respect 
for  his  committee.  The  words  that  I 
used,  the  talks  that  I  made  were  not 
facetious  in  any  way.  I  do  not  think 
the  thought  of  Congress  has  been  car¬ 
ried  out  at  all  in  the  Unification  Act. 
As  I  say,  I  have  respect  for  the  men  in 
the  armed  services.  I  have  never  known 
a  man,  in  all  my  experience  as  chair¬ 
man  of  a  committee,  that  I  had  any 
question  about.  So  it  is  not  a  question 
of  that.  It  is  a  question  of  who  is  go¬ 
ing  to  train  the  other  two  branches  of 
the  service  if  this  Air  Force  Academy  is 
so  necessary.  Who  is  going  to  train 
them  in  air  functions?  I  am  not  setting 
myself  up  as  an  expert.  I  am  merely 
expressing  my  views.  In  the  beginning 
I  paid  my  respects  to  the  ability  of  your 
committee. 

Mr.  SHORT.  I  regret  that  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina  were  not  facetious.  What  dis¬ 
turbs  me  is  that  he  is  serious.  I  can 
only  repeat  that  merger  can  end  only  in 
mediocracy.  There  is  a  vast  difference 
between  “merger”  and  “unification.”  I 
think  there  is  much  benefit  in  a  healthy, 
wholesome  rivalry  and  competition 
among  our  armed  services,  just  as  there 
is  in  business.  I  do  not  think  you  can 
have  esprit  de  corps,  loyalty  to  a  certain 
particular  branch  of  the  service,  if  you 
are  going  to  put  the  ground  force,  the 
Air  Force,  the  naval  and  marine  forces 
all  in  the  same  kettle  and  stew  them  up. 
You  cannot  have  the  integrity  or  the 
identity  of  any  force.  One  of  the  rea¬ 
sons  that  the  Marines  have  built  up  such 
an  enviable  record  is  because  they  are 
proud  to  be  marines.  I  can  see  no  harm 
in  the  Navy  and  the  Army  competing 
with  one  another,  whether  it  is  in  foot¬ 
ball  or  somewhere  else.  The  only  place 
you  will  find  these  little  petty  jealousies 
and  bickerings  are  over  in  the  Penta¬ 
gon  and,  thank  God,  we  do  not  have  as 
many  of  these  jealousies  and  bickerings 
today  as  we  had  in  years  gone  by. 

Those  of  you  who  have  been  out  in 
the  field,  during  World  War  II,  whether 
it  was  in  the  Pacific,  in  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean,  or  in  Europe,  and  those  who 
have  visited  Korea  and  have  seen  what  is 
going  on  firsthand,  know  that  we  have 
had  unification  and  have  had  it  in  a 
magnificent  way  in  all  those  theaters  of 


war.  We  have  had  the  different 
branches  of  the  armed  services  working 
in  the  closest  cooperation  and  in  a  spirit 
of  the  greatest  harmony  in  order  to 
bring  about  victory.  So  I  hope  we  will 
not  becloud  the  issue  here. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired.  The  Clerk  will 
read. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  6.  For  the  purpose  of  accelerating  the 
establishment  of  the  course  of  instruction 
and  activation  of  the  Academy,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  transfer  to 
the  Academy,  with  the  consent  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  and  departments  concerned,  cadets 
and  midshipmen  from  the  upper  classes  of 
the  United  States  Military  Academy  and  the 
United  States  Naval  Academy. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  4,  line  25,  strike  out  all  of  section  6 
and  insert  a  new  section  6  as  follows: 

“Sec.  6.  Section  302  (b)  of  the  Air  Force 
Organization  Act  of  1951  (65  Stat.  329;  10 
U.  S.  C.  1832  (b) )  is  amended  by  inserting 
after  the  words  ‘provided  by  law,’  the  words 
'the  professors  and  cadets  of  the  Air  Force 
Academy,’.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  7.  There  is  authorized  to  be  appropri¬ 
ated,  to  remain  available  until  expended 
when  so  specified  in  the  appropriation  act 
concerned,  not  to  exceed  $10  million  for  the 
purpose  of  section  3  of  this  act. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ment: 

Page  5,  line  14,  strike  out  “$10,000,000” 
and  insert  “$26,000,000.” 

Page  5,  line  15,  strike  out  “section  3.” 

Page  5,  line  15,  after  “act.”  insert  "Of  this 
amount  not  to;  exceed  $1,000,000  may  be  util¬ 
ized  for  the  purpose  of  section  4  of  this  act.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Davis  of  'Wis¬ 
consin)  there  were — ayes  39,  noes  18. 

Mr.  DAVIS  of  Wisconsin.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  make  the  point  of  order  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will 
count.  [After  counting.]  One  hun¬ 
dred  Members  are  present,  a  quorum. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Committee  amendment: 

Page  5,  line  15,  strike  out  “section  3.” 

Page  5,  line  15,  after  the  word  “act.”,  insert 
“Of  this  amount  not  to  exceed  $1,000,000 
may  be  utilized  for  the  purpose  of  section  4 
of  this  act.” 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
a  clarifying  committee  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Page  5,  line  15,  following  the  word  “pur¬ 
pose”,  strike  the  word  “of.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  August  H.  Andresen,  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union,  reported  that 
that  Committee,  having  had  under  con¬ 


sideration  the  bill  (H.  R.  5337)  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  establishment  of  a  United 
States  Air  Force  Academy,  and  for  other 
purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
406,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SHORT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  shall 
demand  a  rollcall  vote  on  the  passage  of 
the  bill.  We  have  an  understanding  or 
gentleman’s  agreement  with  the  gentle¬ 
men  from  Virginia  that  there  would  be 
no  rollcall  vote  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  That  is  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  leadership  on  the  part 
of  the  House.  Without  objection,  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  will  be  put  over  until 
tomorrow. 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  FOR  A  NATIONAL 
TRADE  POLICY 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  order  hereto¬ 
fore  entered,  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  earlier  to¬ 
day,  under  the  1-minute  rule,  I  advised 
my  colleagues  of  a  newly  organized  lobby 
group  in  the  field  of  international  trade 
relations.  The  details  are  as  follows: 

The  Committee  for  a  National  Trade 
Policy  is  actively  engaged  in  campaign¬ 
ing  for  a  further  reduction  in  tariffs. 

John  S.  Coleman,  who  is  chairman  of 
the  committee,  testified  before  the  Ran¬ 
dall  commission  urging  further  trade 
concessions  to  foreign  countries.  Other 
officials  of  the  commission  also  have  been 
active  on  behalf  of  tariff  reductions  and 
published  reports  say  that  the  commit¬ 
tee  plans  an  extensive  propaganda  and 
informational  campaign  in  support  of 
free  trade  for  the  future. 

Obviously,  this  group  is  attempting  to 
influence  legislation  on  this  question, 
which  will  come  before  the  Congress  dur¬ 
ing  this  session.  This  is  their  privilege 
and  prerogative,  but  there  is  something 
about  the  committee  which  puzzles  me. 
That  is  its  failure  to  register  under  the 
Lobbying  Act.  If  the  information  given 
me  by  the  offices  of  the  Clerk  of  the 
House  and  of  the  Senate  is  correct,  the 
Coleman  group  ignored  both  the  spirit 
and  letter  of  the  law  in  this  regard. 

I  think  the  committee  should  explain 
why  it  has  failed  to  register,  and,  while 
I  do  not  want  to  press  the  point,  I  am 
wondering  if  it  has  not  already  violated 
the  law.  The  proper  authorities  should 
investigate. 

To  those  who  may  think  that  I  am 
captious  about  this  matter  I  would  point 
out  that  there  is  distressing  and  grow¬ 
ing  unemployment  in  the  coal  fields  of 
my  district.  A  large  part  of  this  unem¬ 
ployment  and  economic  suffering  is 
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caused  by  the  dumping  on  the  east  coast 
of  residual  fuel  oil  from  Venezuela  and 
the  Middle  East.  This  oil  is  displacing 
coal,  and  all  efforts  of  the  coal  industry 
to  get  relief  have  failed  thus  far. 

This  matter  is  a  sore  subject  with  me, 
and  so  is  the  altruistic  and  patriotic 
attitude  taken  by  many  of  the  free  trad¬ 
ers,  who  profess  to  be  primarily  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  general  welfare. 

If  we  look  closely  at  the  matter,  we 
are  likely  to  find  that  the  free  traders 
have  a  pocketbook  motive  and  that  they 
are  serving  their  own  immediate  in- 
terests 

For  example,  I  wonder  whether  Mr. 
Coleman,  who  is  president  of  the  Bur¬ 
roughs  Corp.,  makers  of  adding  ma¬ 
chines  and  other  office  equipment,  is 
influenced  by  the  fact  that  around  30 
percent  of  the  annual  consolidated  sales 
of  the  Burroughs  Corp.  and  its  subsidi¬ 
aries  are  being  derived  from  exports. 
This  was  shown  in  the  May  25  Dun  & 
Bradstreet  report  of  the  Burroughs  Corp. 
The  corporation  has  manufacturing  sub¬ 
sidiaries  in  Canada,  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  Brazil. 

With  a  very  substantial  portion  of  its 
income  eoming  from  foreign  sales,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  Burroughs  Corp.  has  a 
double-barreled  interest  in  reducing  tar¬ 
iffs  in  the  United  States :  First,  to  enable 
foreign  countries  to  get  more  dollars 
to  buy  either  completed  equipment  or 
parts  in  the  United  States;  and  second, 
to  enable  the  foreign  subsidiaries  to  get 
dollars  to  pay  dividends  and  buy  other 
American  products. 

Mr.  Henry  Ford  IT,  has  been  very  ac¬ 
tive  on  behalf  of  the  Coleman  committee 
and  of  the  free-trade  movement  gener¬ 
ally.  The  Ford  Motor  Co.  has  stock  con¬ 
trol  of  26  assembly  or  manufacturing 
plants  outside  the  United  States  and  100- 
percent  ownership  of  those  in  Mexico, 
Uruguay,  Argentina,  Chile,  and  Brazil. 
However,  the  primary  interest  of  the 
Ford  Co.  so  far  as  foreign  trade  is  con¬ 
cerned  is  the  sale  of  more  American  cars 
abroad  and  in  maintaining  these  plants 
a  large  volume  of  motorcar  exports.  The 
big  automobile  makers  and  some  other 
mass  production  industries  have  advan¬ 
tages  in  techniques  which  enable  them  to 
sell  abroad  in  competition  with  foreign- 
car  makers.  But  this  advantage  does 
not  extend  to  many  American  industries 
whose  high-wage  levels  put  them  at  a 
disadvantage  in  meeting  foreign  compe¬ 
tition. 

Charles  P.  Taft,  of  Cincinnati,  is  pres¬ 
ident  of  the  Committee  for  a  National 
Trade  Policy.  He  has  spoken  out  strong¬ 
ly  in  favor  of  freer  trade  and  against 
proposals  by  the  coal  industry  to  curtail 
the  importation  of  residual  oil. 

Mr.  Taft  has  been  registered  as  a  for¬ 
eign  agent  on  behalf  of  the  Venezuelan 
Chambers  of  Commerce.  One  of  the 
things  for  which  he  was  paid  was  to 
defeat  legislation,  or  other  action,  which 
would  interfere  with  the  flow  of  Vene¬ 
zuelan  oil  to  this  country  in  direct  com¬ 
petition  with  the  production  of  our  bitu¬ 
minous  coal  mines. 

Another  officer  of  the  Coleman  com¬ 
mittee  is  Mr.  Harry  A.  Eullis,  chairman 
of  General  Mills,  Inc.,  makers  of  flour 
and  other  grain  products. 


I  am  surprised  at  Mr.  Bullis’  presence 
on  the  committee.  He  should  join  with 
those  who  are  trying  to  get  relief  from 
unfair  foreign  competition.  Mr.  Bullis' 
company  has  full  protection  against  for¬ 
eign  competition,  in  the  form  of  quotas 
which  keep  out  almost  all  foreign  wheat 
and  flour.  Furthermore,  under  the  In¬ 
ternational  Wheat  Agreement,  the  mak¬ 
ers  of  flour  get  what  amounts  to  a  sub¬ 
sidy  and  in  the  year  which  ended  August 
1,  1952,  this  country  exported  around 
35  million  bushels  of  wheat  in  the  form 
of  flour.  Mr.  Bullis’  industry  vthus  has 
complete  protection  against  foreign 
competition  and  an  export  subsidy.  His 
presence  on  the  Coleman  committee 
then  is  inconsistent  to  say  the  least. 

It  is  high  time  that  this  whole  mat¬ 
ter  is  brought  into  the  open  and  the 
motives  of  those  who  are  seeking  further 
tariff  cuts  are  analyzed  and  stripped  of 
their  pretenses.  Most  of  the  free  trad¬ 
ers  are  working  in  their  own  selfish  in¬ 
terests.  This  should  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood.  It  will  help  in  considering  this 
whole  question  of  foreign  trade. 


AIR  FORCE  ACADEMY 

(Mr.  SIEMINSKI  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

IMr.  SIEMINSKI  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  appear  in  the  Appendix  of 
today’s  Record.] 


HON.  DOUGLAS  R.  STRINGFELLOW 

(Mr.  WILSON  of  California  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  WILSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  call  the  attention  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  to  the  fact  that  one  of  our  col¬ 
leagues  will  be  featured  tonight  on  a  na¬ 
tional  network  TV  show.  This  Is  Your 
Life.  He  is  the  Honorable  Douglas  R. 
STRINGFELLOW,  Of  Utah. 

Doug  left  last  night  for  Los  Angeles 
ostensibly  to  address  a  JC  convention. 
Actually  he  will  be  brought  into  the  pro¬ 
gram  tonight  at  10  o’clock  not  knowing 
that  his  life  is  to  be  featured  on  the 
show. 

I  hope  that  those  of  you  who  are  able 
will  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to 
see  the  TV  show  and  see  the  life  of  our 
distinguished  colleague  portrayed  on 
that  program. 


AMENDING  AGRICULTURAL  AD¬ 
JUSTMENT  ACT  OF  1938 

Mr.  HOPE  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  1109) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6665)  to  amend  certain  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing  quo¬ 
tas,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  confer¬ 
ence,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
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follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert 
the  following :  "That  section  344  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
is  hereby  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

*‘‘(m)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provi¬ 
sion  of  law — 

‘“(1)  The  national  acreage  allotment 
established  under  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  for  the  1954  crop  of  cotton  shall  be  in¬ 
creased  to  twenty-one  million  acres  and  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  States  in  the  same  manner 
in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment 
heretofore  established  for  1954  was  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States.  In  addition  to  such 
increased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  in 
order  to  provide  equitable  adjustments  in 
1954  farm  acreage  allotments,  (A)  three  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifteen  thousand  additional  acres 
shall  be  prorated  as  follows:  one-half  to  the 
States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  one-half  to  the  other  States  (ex¬ 
cluding  those  which  received  a  minimum 
allotment  under  subsection  (k)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion),  the  proration  of  each  half  being  made 
to  the  States  participating  therein  on  the 
basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the  in¬ 
creased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  (B) 
such  additional  acreage  shall  be  added  as 
may  be  required  to  provide  each  State  a  total 
allotment  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
of  not  less  than  66  per  centum  of  the  acreage 
planted  to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The 
additional  acreage  made  available  to  States 
under  clause  (B)  of  the  preceding  sentence 
shall  not  be  taken  into  account  in  estab¬ 
lishing  future  State  acreage  allotments. 
The  additional  acreage  made  available  to 
States  under  the  provisions  of  this  para¬ 
graph  (1)  shall  be  apportioned  to  counties 
on  the  basis  of  their  respective  shares  of  the 
State  acreage  allotment  heretofore  appor¬ 
tioned  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section,  and  the  additional  acreage  shall  be 
apportioned  to  farms  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section: 
Provided,  That,  if  the  county  committee  de¬ 
termines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  the  additional 
county  allotment  among  farms  in  the  coun¬ 
ty,  the  additional  acreage  shall  be  appor¬ 
tioned  by  the  county  committee  to  farms 
so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allot¬ 
ment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  per  centum  of 
the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the 
farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953  (as  determined 
by  the  county  committee  in  establishing  al¬ 
lotments  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion)  or  40  per  centum  of  the  highest  acre¬ 
age  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any 
one  of  such  three  years  as  so  determined: 
Provided,  That  the  State  committee  in  each 
State  shall  limit  such  increase  based  on  the 
system  of  farming,  soil,  crop-rotation  prac¬ 
tices,  and  other  physical  factors  affecting 
production  in  such  State,  to  an  acreage  not 
in  excess  of  50  per  centum  of  the  cropland 
on  the  farm,  as  determined  under  regula¬ 
tions  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  If  the  additional  acreage  is  insuffi¬ 
cient  to  meet  the  total  of  the  farm  increases 
so  computed,  such  farm  increases  shall  be 
reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional  acreage 
available  to  the  county;  if  the  additional 
acreage  available  to  the  county  is  in  excess 
of  the  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  com¬ 
puted  the  acreage  remaining  after  making 
such  increases  shall  be  allotted  to  farms  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(f)  (3).  Notwithstanding  the  foregoing 

provisions  of  this  paragraph,  if  the  State 
committee  determines  that  such  action 
will  result  in  a  more  equitable  distribu¬ 
tion  of  the  additional  acreage  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  State  under  this  paragraph  (1) 
it  shall  apportion  such  additional  allotment 
directly  to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm 
with  an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65 
per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  planted 
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to  cotton  on  the  farm  In  1951,  1952,  and  1953 
(as  determined  by  the  county  committee  in 
establishing  allotments  under  subsection  (f) 
of  this  section)  or  40  per  centum  of  the 
highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the 
farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years  as  so 
determined:  Provided,  That  the  State  com¬ 
mittee  in  each  State  shall  limit  such  in¬ 
crease  based  on  the  system  of  farming,  soil, 
crop-rotation  practices,  and  other  physical 
factors  affecting  production  in  such  State, 
to  an  acreage  not  in  excess  of  50  per  centum 
of  the  cropland  on  the  farm,  as  determined 
under  regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary:  Provided,  That  if  the  State 
total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed  ex¬ 
ceeds  the  additional  acreage  made  available 
to  the  State  under  this  paragraph,  such  farm 
increases  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  to  the 
additional  acreage  available  to  the  State. 
Any  acreage  unallotted  to  farms  because  of 
the  limitations  contained  in  the  preceding 
sentence  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  State 
committee  to  counties  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreages  planted  to  cotton  and  shall  be  used 
by  county  committees  for  adjustments  in 
farm  allotments  on  the  basis  of  one  or  more 
of  the  following:  The  past  acreage  of  cot¬ 
ton  on  the  farm,  the  percentage  of  cropland 
heretofore  determined  under  subsection  (f) 
(2)  of  this  section,  and  the  factors  enumer- 
'  ated  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  of  this  section. 
Before  apportioning  such  unallotted  acreage 
to  counties  as  provided  in  the  foregoing  sen¬ 
tence,  the  State  committee  may,  if  it  deter¬ 
mines  that  such  action  is  required  to  provide 
equitable  allotments  within  the  State,  ap¬ 
portion  such  unallotted  acreage  directly  to 
farms  to  the  extent  required  to  provide  each 
farm  with  the  minimum  allotment  described 
in  subsection  (f)  (1)  of  this  section.  Any 
part  of  the  county  allotment  heretofore  es¬ 
tablished  for  the  1954  crop  which  was  not  ap¬ 
portioned  to  farms  because  of  the  limitation 
contained  in  the  proviso  in  subsection  (f) 
(2)  of  this  section  shall  be  available  to  the 
1  State  committee  and  used  as  provided  above 
for  apportionment  of  unallotted  acreage  to 
farms.  The  provisions  of  this  subsection,  ex¬ 
cept  paragraph  (2),  shall  not  apply  to  extra 
long  staple  cotton  covered  by  section  347  of 
this  Act. 

“‘(2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm 
cotton  acreage  allotment  on  which  cotton 
will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily 
surrendered  to  the  county  committee  shall 
be  deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such 
farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the 
county  committee  to  other  farms  in  the 
same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts 
determined  by  the  county  committee  to  be 
fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past 
acreage  of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment 
available  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop 
rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physi¬ 
cal  facilities  affecting  the  production  of 
cotton.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  vol¬ 
untarily  surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the 
county,  the  county  committee  may  surrender 
the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee 
-  to  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  the 
State  acreage  reserve  under  subsection  (e) 
of  this  section.  Any  allotment  transferred 
under  this  provision  shall  be  regarded  for 
the  purposes  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  as  having  been  planted  on  the  farm 
from  which  transferred  rather  than  on  the 
farm  to  which  transferred,  except  that  this 
shall  not  operate  to  make  the  farm  from 
which  the  allotment  was  transferred  eligible 
for  an  allotment  as  having  cotton  planted 
thereon  during  the  three-year  base  period: 
Provided,  That  notwithstanding  any  other 
provisions  of  law,  any  part  of  any  1954  or 
1955  farm  acreage  allotment  may  be  perma¬ 
nently  released  in  writing  to  the  county 
committee  by  the  owner  and  operator  of 
the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  provided 
herein.  Acreage  surrendered,  reapportioned 


under  this  paragraph,  and  planted  shall  be 
credited  to  the  State  and  county  in  deter¬ 
mining  future  acreage  allotments.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  paragraph  shall  apply  also 
to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered  by  sec¬ 
tion  347  of  this  Act. 

“  ‘(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  section  or  other  provision  of  law, 
the  acreage  allotted  to  any  State  for  1954 
under  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
this  section  and  the  provisions  of  paragraph 
(1)  of  this  subsection  which  is  less  than 
one  hundred  thousand  acres  but  more  than 
thirty  thousand  acres  shall  be  increased  by 
an  acreage  equal  to  15  per  centum  of  the 
acreage  allotted  to  it  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  this  subsection.  Such  acreage  shall  be 
used  by  the  State  committee  gs  a  reserve  to 
make  equitable  adjustments  in  1954  farm 
acreage  allotments  on  the  basis  of  land, 
labor,  equipment  available  for  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  cotton,  crop-rotation  practices,  past 
acreages  of  cotton,  soil,  and  other  physical 
factors  affecting  the  production  of  cotton.’ 

“Sec.  2.  Section  344  (h)  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
‘In  any  county  in  which  a  major  flood  con¬ 
trol  reservoir  constructed  by  the  United 
States  Government  shall  have  been  located 
wholly  or  in  part,  acreage  allotments  for  the 
production  of  cotton  on  the  lands  within 
such  reservoir,  which  lands,  because  of  per¬ 
manent  or  perennial  flooding  occasioned  by 
the  construction  of  such  reservoir,  shall  be 
unfit  for  further  cotton  production,  may  be 
reallocated,  within  the  discretion  of  the 
county  committee,  to  other  lands  within  the 
county  as  will  in  the  opinion  of  said  com¬ 
mittee  best  serve  the  public  interest.’ 

“Sec.  3.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended,  effective  beginning  with  the 
1955  crop,  as  follows: 

“(a)  By  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of 
subsection  (e)  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  comma  and  adding  ‘or  to  correct  inequities 
in  farm  allotments  and  to  prevent  hardship.’ 

“(b)  By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f)  (3) 
the  colon  before  the  word  'Provided’  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  adding 
‘or  in  making  adjustments  in  farm  acreage 
allotments  to  correct  inequities  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  hardship :  ’. 

“(c)  By  adding  a  new  paragraph  ‘(6)’ 
at  the  end  of  subsection  (f)  to  read  as 
follows : 

‘“(6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
if  the  county  committee  recommends  such 
action  and  the  Secretary  determines  that 
such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  county  allotment  among 
farms  in  the  county,  the  county  acreage 
allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  shall  be 
apportioned  to  farms  on  which  cotton  has 
been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years 
immediately  preceding  the  year  fer  which 
such  allotment  is  determined,  on  the  basis 
of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm 
during  such  three  year  period.  If  the  county 
acreage  allotment  is  apportioned  among  the 
farms  of  the  county  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  this  paragraph,  the  acreage  re¬ 
served  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsec¬ 
tion  may  be  used  to  make  adjustments  so  as 
to  establish  allotments  which  are  fair  and 
reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  un¬ 
der  this  paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (3).’ 

“Sec.  4.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following: 

“  ‘(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  Act,  if  after  investigation  the  Secre¬ 
tary  determines  with  respect  to  any  class  or 
sub-class  of  wheat  that  a  substantial  differ¬ 


ence  exists  in  the  usage  or  marketing  outlets 
therefor  and  that  the  supply  of  such  wheat 
for  the  1953-54  and  1954-55  marketing  years 
with  respect  to  the  1954  crop,  and  for  the 
1954-55  and  1955-56  marketing  years  with 
respect  to  the  1955  crop,  will  be  substantially 
short  of  indicated  market  demands  and 
carryover  requirements  for  such  wheat  for 
such  marketing  years,  the  Secretary  shall  in¬ 
crease  the  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  for  such  crop  of  wheat  for  farms 
which  produced  such  wheat  in  one  or  more 
of  the  preceding  three  years  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  make  available  a  supply  of  such 
wheat  adequate  to  meet  such  demands  and 
carryover  requirements.  The  increases  in 
farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  seeded  to  such  class  or  sub-class  of 
wheat  during  the  period  of  years  considered 
in  establishing  farm  marketing  quotas  and 
acreage  allotments  for  wheat.  The  additional 
acreage  required  by  this  subsection  shall  be 
in  addition  to  the  national  acreage  allotment, 
and  shall  not  be  used  to  increase  the  acreage 
allotment  applicable  to  other  wheat  pro¬ 
duced  on  farms  for  which  such  additional 
acreage  has  been  allotted,  nor  shall  such 
acreage  be  considered  in  establishing  future 
State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments.’ 

“Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  entitled  ‘Joint  resolution  relating  to  cot¬ 
ton  and  peanut  acreage  allotments  and  mar¬ 
keting  quotas  under  the  Agricultural  Ad¬ 
justment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  to 
price  support  for  potatoes’  (7  U.  S.,  C.  1450), 
is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following:  ‘Operations  with  respect  to 
Irish  potatoes  authorized  by  section  32  of 
the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses”  (7  U.  S.  C.  612c),  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  be  prohibited  by  this  section  or,  unless 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  to  be  required 
by  section  201  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  (7  U.  S.  C.  1446).’ 

“(b)  The  parenthetical  phrase  contained 
in  the  sentence  preceding  the  last  sentence 
of  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and 
for  other  purposes’  (7  U.  S.  C.  612c),  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows:  ‘(other  than 
those  receiving  price  support  under  title  II 
of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949) 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the 
title  of  the  bill  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

Wm.  S.  Hill, 

Chas.  B.  Hoeven, 

Sid  Simpson, 

E.  K.  Bramblett, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Harold  D.  Coolev, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

J.  L.  McMillan, 

Thos.  G.  Abernethy, 

Managers  on  the  Part  o/  the  House, 
George  D.  Atken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Edward  J.  Thye, 

Bourke  B.  Hickenlooper, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

John  J.  Williams, 

Andrew  P.  Schoeppel, 

Herman  Welker, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Olin  D.  Johnston, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

James  O.  Eastland, 

Earle  C.  Clements, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 
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Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  posi¬ 
tions  of  the  two  Houses  on  H.  R.  6665,  as 
originally  passed  by  the  House  and  as 
amended  by  the  Senate,  relating  to  cotton 
acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1938.  as  amended,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report : 

The  Senate  struck  out  all  after  the  enact¬ 
ing  clause  of  the  House  bill  and  inserted  a 
substitute  amendment.  The  committee  of 
conference  has  agreed  to  recommend  that 
the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to 
the  amendment  of  the  Senate  with  an 
amendment  which  is  a  substitute  for  the 
House  bill  and  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  conference  substitute  relates  to  cotton, 
Durum  wheat,  and  Irish  potatoes. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  to  the  House, 
prior  to  a  discussion  of  the  agreement  reached 
by  its  conferees,  that  the  House  on  July  31, 
1953  passed  H.  R.  6665,  intended  to  deal 
not  only  with  the  special  problems  in  1954, 
but  also  to  perfect  and  facilitate  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  cotton  acreage  allotment  and 
marketing  quota  program  in  subsequent 
years.  The  House  action  occurred  prior  to 
the  allocation  of  the  1954  national  cotton 
acreage  allotment  and  the  referendum  of 
December  15,  1953,  under  present  law.  The 
legislation  was  sent  to  the  Senate,  where 


action  was  taken  January  12,  1954  in  the 
manner  of  a  substitute  for  the  House  bill, 
dealing  only  with  the  emergency  acreage 
allotment  problems  for  the  1954  cotton  crop, 
and  with  Irish  potatoes  and  special  class  of 
wheat.  Meanwhile,  in  the  interim  of  the 
action  between  the  two  Houses,  a  cotton  crop 
had  been  harvested  which  exceeded  by  ap¬ 
proximately  2  million  bales  the  estimate  on 
the  1953  crop  that  was  available  to  the 
House  when  it  acted  upon  H.  R.  6665. 

The  legislation  agreed  upon  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference,  presented  in  this  re¬ 
port,  adopts,  subject  to  certain  modifica¬ 
tions,  the  Senate  bill’s  emergency  provisions 
for  the  1954  crop  and  accepts,  with  some  re¬ 
visions,  the  House  bill's  provisions  of  a  per¬ 
manent  nature  relating  to  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  quotas  for  the  long  range  cotton 
program. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  legislation, 
agreed  upon  in  conference,  is  to  provide  for 
adjustments  to  facilitate  a  reduction  in  the 
production  of  cotton  for  1954  without  caus¬ 
ing  unnecessary  hardships,  and  to  revise  the 
basic  legislation  in  a  manner  to  facilitate 
necessary  adjustments  in  the  future. 

Except  for  clarifying  minor  changes,  the 
substitute  bill  agreed  upon  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  is  explained  below. 

SECTION  1.  COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

The  first  paragraph  of  this  section  em¬ 
braces  the  Senate  provision  increasing  the 
national  acreage  allotment  for  the  1054 
cotton  crop  to  21,000,000  acres  and  apportion¬ 
ing  this  acreage  to  the  States  in  the  same 


manner  in  which  the  17,910,448  national 
acreage  allotment  heretofore  established  for 
1954  was  apportioned  to  the  States.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  such  increased  national  acreage  al¬ 
lotment,  the  legislation  agreed  upon  pro¬ 
vides  315,000  additional  acres  of  allotment 
to  be  apportioned,  one-half  to  the  States  of 
Arizona,  California,  and  New  Mexico,  and 
one-half  to  the  other  cotton  producing 
States,  these  two  prorations  to  be  made  to 
the  States  sharing  therein,  other  than  those 
receiving  the  minimum  allotments  under 
subsection  344  (k),  on  the  basis  of  their  re¬ 
spective  shares  of  the  21  million  acre  na¬ 
tional  acreage  allotment.  Furthermore,  the 
legislation  provides  that  no  cotton-produc¬ 
ing  State  shall  receive  a  total  allotment  of 
less  than  66  percent  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The  Senate 
conferees  accepted  an  amendment  propose*} 
by  the  House  conferees  that  such  acreage, 
under  the  66  percent  guarantee  to  each 
state,  would  to  the  extent  planted  not  go 
into  the  state  history  of  cotton  plantings  for 
purposes  of  computing  future  state  cotton 
acreage  allotments.  The  effect  of  this  para¬ 
graph  is  to  set  a  total  national  cotton  acre¬ 
age  allotment  of  21,379,342  acres  for  1954. 
H.  R.  6665  as  passed  by  the  House  would 
have  set  a  national  allotment  at  22,672,700 
acres. 

Set  out  below  is  a  table  showing  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  the  additional  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  provided  by  the  bill  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  would  be  apportioned  among 
the  states: 


Proposed  State  allotments  for  1954  upland  cotton  and  related  data 


State 


Alabama _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ I.IIIIIII' 

California _ ”11111 

Florida _ _ IIIIIIIIIIIII 

Oeorgia _ III””” 

Illinois _ III””””” 

Kansas _ I.IIIIIII””” 

Kentucky _ I. Ill” 

Louisiana _ _ _ IIIIII 

Mississippi _ IIIIIIIIIIIIII 

Missouri _ _ IIIIIIIIIIIIII 

Nevada _ III” 

New  Mexico _ IIIIIIIIIIIIII” 

North  Carolina _ Ill””””* 

Oklahoma _ _ I.IIIIIII” 

South  Carolina _ IIIIIIIIIIIIII” 

Tennessee _ III”” 

Texas _ _ _ II.IIIII 

Virginia . IIIIIIIIIIIII””! 

United  States _ 


1952  planted 
acreage  1 

1953  acreage 
in  cultiva- 

1954  State 
acreage 
allotments, 
17,910,448 

State  shares 
of  national 
allotment  of 

State  adjustments  on  basis 
of  5-year  average  * 

State  acreage 
added  by 
reason  of 

State  acreage 
added  by 
reason  of 

tlon,  July  1 

21,000,000 
acres  1 

157,500 

157,500 

66- percent 
provision  * 

15- percent 
provision 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

Acres 

1, 605, 000 

Acres 

1,630,000 

Acres 

J,  139, 121 

Acres 

1,335,690 

Acres 

10,711 

Acres 

Acres 

Acres 

627,000 

643,  500 

288, 223 

337, 958 
1, 832,  343 

39, 362 

36,  495 

2, 040, 000 

2,112,  000 

1,  562,  684 

14,693 

1,  418,  800 

1,381,600 

697,  806 

818,  220 

95,  298 

22, 879 

56,  800 

71, (MM) 

33, 122 

38,  837 

311 

4,968 

1,  479,  930 

1, 387, 000 

1, 005,  862 
« 4, 000 

1, 179,  436 

9, 458 

2,750 

2,400 

<  4. 000 

35 

<  80 

«  80 

10,  500 

10,  500 

9, 136 

10,  713 

86 

900,  000 

954.  (Kid 

634, 006 

744, 466 

5, 970 

2,  435, 000 

2,  554,  (XX) 

1,  759,  641 

2, 063,  288 

16,  545 

525, 000 

570,  000 

391,396 

458,  936 

3,681 

1,950 

2, 000 
301,200 

<  2,  289 

*  2, 289 

288,  000 

167,  243 

196, 102 

22,8-10 

765,000 

781,  000 

528, 638 

619,  860 

4.971 

1,  310,  000 

1, 058,  000 

929,  202 

1,  089,  547 

8, 736 

1, 160, 000 

1,  181,  000 

786.  006 

921,  640 

7,  390 

865,000 

959,  000 

575, 891 

675,  268 

5,  415 

12,  287, 965 

9, 656, 400 

7,  376,  858 

8,  649,  817 

*9, 361 
172 

27,000 

30,000 

18,  344 

21,510 

27,  805,  730 

25,  284, 600 

17, 910,  448 

21,  000,  000 

157,  600 

157,  500 

59, 374 

4,968 

Proposed 
State  acreage 
allotments 


(9) 


Acres 
1, 346,  401 
413,815 
1,847,035 
936, 307 
44,118 
1, 188,  894 
*4,000 
*  80 
10, 799 
750,  438 
2, 079,  833 
462, 617 
<  2.  289 
218.  942 
624, 831 
1, 098,  283 
929, 030 
680,683 
8,  719, 178 
21, 682 


21,379,312 


■ '  *  >  ...  Miuivouuu  j  uiy  i,  pun  ananuoninf  nr  prior  to  j  uiy  as  estimated  oy  too 

Crop  Reporting  Board,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service. 

colmun'Tb'0110^  ^^a^e's  011  acreages  used  in  establishing  allotments  shown  in 

*  157,509  acres  apportioned  to  California,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico  on  basis  of 


their  5-year  base  one  to  the  other.  157,500  acres  apportioned  to  remaining  States  (except 
Nevada,  Kansas,  and  Illinois)  on  basis  of  their  5-year  base  one  to  the  other. 

*  Minimum  State  allotments.  Public  Law  272,  81st  Cong. 

5  Acreage  required  to  increase  State  acreage  allotment  to 
of  the  1952  planted  acreage. 


to  not  less  than  66  percent 


Two  alternative  formulas  are  provided  for 
apportioning  the  acreage  made  available  to 
States  under  the  provisions  of  paragraph  (1), 
as  follows: 

(a)  After  the  additional  acreage  is  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States,  if  the  State  committee 
determines  that  such  action  will  result  in 
more  adequately  correcting  individual  farm 
allotment  hardship  cases  for  1954,  this  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  may  be  distributed  directly  to 
farms  so  as  to  provide — to  the  extent  the 
acreage  will  permit — each  eligible  farm  with 
an  allotment  equal  to  the  larger  of  65  per¬ 
cent  of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cot¬ 
ton  on  the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953,  or 
40  percent  of  the  highest  acreage  planted  to 
cotton  on  the  farm  in  any  one  of  these  3 
years,  but  with  a  provision  that  each  State 
may  decide  upon  a  cropland  percentage  lim¬ 


itation  as  to  the  total  acres  that  may  be 
allotted  under  this  provision  to  an  individual 
farm. 

(b)  The  additional  State  allotment  may  go 
directly  to  counties  on  the  basis  of  their  re¬ 
spective  allotment  shares  of  the  State  acre¬ 
age  allotment  heretofore  apportioned,  and 
the  county  committee  may  decide  to  use 
either,  (1)  the  county  cropland  factor  pro¬ 
cedure,  or  (2)  the  65-40  procedure  described 
above. 

In  the  Senate  amendment,  the  additional 
acres  allotted  to  a  farm  could  not  bring  the 
total  farm  allotment  to  more  than  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  cropland  on  the  farm.  Be¬ 
cause  of  differences  in  farming  practices  in 
different  States,  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  decided  to  leave  the  final  determination 
of  this  figure  to  the  State  committees,  but 


not  to  exceed  50  percent  of  the  cropland. 
The  language  in  the  conference  substitute 
will  permit  each  State  committee,  taking 
into  consideration  certain  factors,  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  figure  for  that  State.  This  will  for 
example  permit  the  Western  States — Califor¬ 
nia,  Arizona,  and  New  Mexico — if  their  State 
committees  so  determine,  to  fix  the  maxi¬ 
mum  at  50  percent,  while  the  Eastern  States, 
some  of  which  prefer  a  40  percent  maximum, 
can  adopt  that  figure  or  any  other  less  than 
50  percent  which  the  State  committee  may 
determine. 

If  the  additional  acreage  allotted  a  State 
is  not  sufficient  to  provide  the  proposed  in¬ 
creases  in  farm  allotments  in  full,  by  use 
of  formula  (a),  all  the  proposed  farm  in¬ 
creases  would  be  reduced  proportionately. 
If  the  additional  acreage  allotted  the  State 
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Is  more  than  sufficient,  the  excess  would 
first  be  used  to  the  extent  required  to  pro¬ 
vide  each  farm  with  the  minimum  allotment 
described  in  section  344  (f)  (1)  of  the  Act, 
as  amended. 

The  conference  committee  accepted  a  pro¬ 
posal  that  any  part  of  the  county  allotment 
heretofore  established  from  the  17,910,448 
acres  for  the  1954  crop,  which  was  not  ap¬ 
portioned  to  farms  because  of  the  limitations 
in  the  Act,  shall  be  available  to  the  State 
committee  and  used  to  provide  additional 
apportionments  to  farms. 

The  bill  agreed  upon  in  conference  em¬ 
braces  portions  of  both  the  Senate  and  House 
bills  to  permit  the  surrender  and  reappor¬ 
tionment  of  any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955 
farm  allotment  which  will  not  be  planted  for 
reallocation  within  the  county.  If  any  acre¬ 
age  remains  of  such  released  acreage  it  shall 
be  transferred  to  the  State  committee  for 
reallocation  within  the  State.  However, 
such  surrendered  acreage  would  be  con¬ 
tained  in  the  history  of  the  farm  from  which 
it  was  transferred  rather  than  the  farm  to 
which  it  was  transferred.  Acreage  surren¬ 
dered,  reapportioned,  and  planted  will  be 
credited  to  the  State  and  to  the  county  in 
which  the  planting  occurred. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  eliminate 
language  in  the  Senate  amendment  that 
would  have  permitted  acreages  devoted  pri¬ 
marily  to  orchards  or  vineyards  to  be  used 
for  the  first  time  in  determining  “cropland.” 

The  conferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  to 
the  Senate  bill  to  provide  that  unused  acre¬ 
age  allotments  heretofore  established  for 
extra  long  staple  cotton  could  be  released 
and  reapportioned  in  the  same  manner  as 
provided  for  upland  cotton. 

Senate  conferees  accepted  the  long  range 
features  of  the  House  bill  that  provide  that 
the  State  acreage  reserve  shall  be  used,  in 
addition  to  the  uses  to  which  such  reserve 
may  be  put  under  existing  law,  to  correct 
inequities  in  farm  allotments  and  to  pre¬ 
vent  hardships.  Provision  also  is  made  to 
permit  the  use  of  county  reserve  in  adjust¬ 
ing  farm  allotments  to  correct  inequities 
and  prevent  hardships. 

SECTION  4.  DURUM  WHEAT 

Section  4  of  the  bill  approved  by  the  Con¬ 
ference  Committee  would  permit  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Agriculture  to  increase  acreage  al¬ 
lotments  and  marketing  quotas  to  classes 
of  wheat  determined  to  be  in  short  supply. 
At  the  present  time,  there  is  an  acute  short¬ 
age  of  durum  wheat,  while  production  is 
being  unduly  restricted  by  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  and  marketing  quotas. 

SECTION  S.  POTATOES 

Section  5  of  the  bill  permits  section  32 
funds  to  be  used  in  operations  with  respect 
to  irish  potatoes.  Price  supports  for  pota¬ 
toes  are  prohibited  by  section  5  of  the  joint 
resolution  entitled  “joint  resolution  relating 
to  cotton  and  peanut  acreage  allotments 
and  marketing  quotas  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  as  amended, 
and  to  price  supports  for  potatoes.”  Section 
32  operations  do  not  provide  direct  price 
supports  but,  by  encouraging  exports  and 
consumption,  they  do  have  the  effect  of 
supporting  prices.  The  bill  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  would  not  remove  the  general 
prohibition  against  price  supports  for  pota¬ 
toes  nor  reactivate  the  maximum  potato 
price  support  provision  of  title  2  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  but  would  simply  per¬ 
mit  section  32  operations  for  potatoes  on 
the  same  basis  as  for  other  perishable  com¬ 
modities. 

Sections  of  the  bill  relating  to  classes  of 
wheat  in  short  supply  and  to  irish  potatoes 
were  not  included  in  the  House  bill  but  were 
agreed  upon  by  House  conferees  with  minor 


amendments  in  the  original  language  of  the 
Senate  bill  relating  to  wheat. 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

Wm.  S.  Hill, 

Chas.  B.  Hoeven, 

Sid  Simpson, 

E.  K.  Bramblett, 

Paul  B.  Dague, 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

E.  C.  Gathings, 

J.  L.  McMillan, 

Thos.  G.  Abernethy, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


SENATE  ENROLLED  BILL  SIGNED 

The  SPEAKER  announced  his  signa¬ 
ture  to  an  enrolled  bill  of  the  Senate  of 
the  following  title: 

S.  727.  An  act  to  provide  that  certain  costs 
and  expenses  incurred  in  connection  with 
certain  repayment  contracts  with  irrigation 
districts  approved  by  the  acts  of  Congress  of 
May  6,  1949  (  63  Stat.  62),  October  27,  1949 
(63  Stat.  941),  and  June  23,  1952  (66  Stat. 
151,  153),  shall  be  nonreimbursable. 


LEAVE  OF  ABSENCE 

By  unanimous  consent,  leave  of  ab¬ 
sence  was  granted  to : 

Mr.  Hinshaw,  for  January  21,  1954,  on 
account  of  official  business. 

Mr.  Poff  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Wampler),  for  today,  on  account  of  of¬ 
ficial  business. 

Mr.  Oliver  P.  Bolton  (at  the  request 
of  Mrs.  Frances  P.  Bolton),  for  today, 
on  account  of  illness. 


EXTENSION  OF  REMARKS 

By  unanimous  consent,  permission  to 
extend  remarks  in  the  Appendix  of  the 
Record,  or  to  revise  and  extend  remarks 
was  granted  to: 

Mr.  Seely-Brown  and  to  include  a 
statement  on  all  matters  incidental  to 
the  launching  of  the  Nautilus,  the  first 
atomic -powered  submarine,  which  will 
be  launched  tomorrow  at  Groton,  Conn. 

Mr.  Van  Pelt  and  to  include  an  edi¬ 
torial. 

Mr.  Laird  and  to  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Kersten  of  Wisconsin  in  four  in¬ 
stances  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Schenck  and  to  include  an  edi¬ 
torial. 

Mr.  Mason  and  to  include  an  article. 

Mr.  Oakman  and  to  include  3  articles 
and  a  speech  by  Henry  Ford  at  Philadel¬ 
phia  on  Saturday,  January  16,  1954, 
which  is  estimated  by  the  Public  Printer 
to  cost  $191.25. 

Mr.  Lane  in  five  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Rains  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Priest)  and  to  include  an  address  by  Mr. 
Thomas  B.  Russell,  president  of  the 
Alabama  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Engle  in  two  instances  and  to  in¬ 
clude  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Patman  in  four  instances  and  to 
include  certain  statements  and  excerpts. 

Mr.  Celler  in  three  instances. 


Mr.  Secrest  and  to  include  an  article. 

Mr.  Madden  and  to  include  a  letter 
from  E.  W.  Jackson,  of  the  Lake  County 
Jewelers  Association. 

Mr.  Delaney  and  to  include  an  address 
by  Hon.  James  A.  Farley  before  the  St. 
Paul  Guild  in  New  York  City  on  January 
11,  1954. 

Mr.  Reams  and  to  include  an  editorial. 

Mr.  Rayburn. 

Mr.  Rees  of  Kansas  in  three  instances 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Ostertag  and  to  include  two  edi¬ 
torials. 

Mr.  Hunter  and  to  include  two  edi¬ 
torials. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Illinois  (at  the  request 
of  Mi'.  Jonas  of  Illinois)  and  to  include 
an  article. 

Mrs.  Frances  P.  Bolton  and  to  include 
extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Bonner  and  to  include  a  letter  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Mr.  Moss  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter. 

Mr.  Sieminski  and  Mr.  Fallon. 

Mr.  McCormack  in  two  instances,  in 
one  to  include  a  sermon  recently  deliv¬ 
ered  by  Archbishop  O’Boyle,  of  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  in  the  other  a  memorandum 
from  the  Library  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Patten  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
McCormack)  and  to  include  extraneous 
matter.  . 

Mr.  Smith  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Wolverton  in  nine  instances  and 
to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Sikes  and  to  include  a  speech. 

Mr.  Knox  (at  the  request  of  Mi*.  Sha¬ 
fer)  and  to  include  extraneous  matter. 

Mr.  Shelley  (at  the  request  of  Mr. 
McCormack)  in  two  instances. 

Mr.  Shuford  and  to  include  a  state¬ 
ment. 


ADJOURNMENT 

Mr.  NORBLAD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  do  now  adjourn. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accordingly 
(at  4  o’clock  and  18  minutes  p.  m.)  the 
House  adjourned  until  tomorrow,  Thurs¬ 
day,  January  21,  1954,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 


EXECUTIVE  COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XXIV,  executive 
communications  were  taken  from  the 
Speaker's  table  and  referred  as  follows: 

1170.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  the  annual 
report  by  rank  and  age  group  the  number  of 
officers  above  the  rank  of  major  of  the  Army 
and  Air  Force  or  lieutenant  commander  of 
the  Navy,  with  the  average  monthly  flight 
pay  authorized  ■  by  law  paid  to  such  officers 
during  the  6-month  period  preceding  the 
date  of  the  report,  pursuant  to  Public  Law 
301,  79th  Congress,  as  amended;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

1171.  A  letter  from  the  Director,  Selective 
Service  System,  transmitting  the  third  re¬ 
port  covering  the  operations  of  the  Selective 
Service  System  up  to  the  close  of  the  last 
fiscal  year,  June  30,  1953,  pursuant  to  the 
Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

1172.  A  letter  from  the  Administrative  As¬ 
sistant  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  trans- 
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mltting  a  report  of  the  activities  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture  regarding  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  foreign  excess  property  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1953,  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  404  (d)  of  the  Federal  Property  and 
Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  Public 
Law  152,  81st  Congress,  as  amended;  to  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

1173.  A  letter  from  the  Chairman,  Federal 
Communications  Commission,  transmitting 
a  report  on  backlog  of  pending  applications 
and  hearing  cases  in  the  Federal  Communi¬ 
cations  Commission  as  of  November  30,  1953, 
pursuant  to  section  5  (e)  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  as  amended  July  16,  1952,  by  Public 
Law  554;  to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and 
Foreign  Commerce. 

1174.  A  letter  from  the  Attorney  General, 
transmitting  a  draft  of  legislation  entitled 
“A  bill  to  amend  section  1071  of  title  18, 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  the  conceal¬ 
ing  of  persons  from  arrest,  so  as  to  increase 
the  penalties  therein  provided”;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

1175.  A  letter  from  the  Acting  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  transmitting  a  report  on  the 
payment  of  claims  for  damage  occasioned  by 
vessels  in  the  Coast  Guard  service,  which 
have  been  settled  by  the  Treasury,  pursuant 
to  section  646  (b)  of  title  14,  United  States 
Code;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

1176.  A  letter  from  the  executive  officer, 
National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronau¬ 
tics,  transmitting  the  annual  report  for  1953 
on  all  tort  claims  paid  by  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  for  Aeronautics,  pursuant 
to  Public  Law  773,  80th  Congress  (62  Stat. 
983;  28  U.  S.  C.  2673);  to  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary. 

1177.  A  letter  from  the  Assistant  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  transmitting  a  proposed 
award  of  a  concession  permit  to  Mr.  Sam  B. 
Davis,  Jr.,  which  will,  when  approved  by  the 
regional  director,  region  No.  4,  National  Park 
Service,  authorize  him  to  conduct  pack  and 
saddle  horse  operations  in  Kings  Canyon 
National  Park,  Calif.,  for  a  period  of  2  years 
from  January  1,  1954,  pursuant  to  the  act 
of  July  31,  1953  (67  Stat.  271);  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

1187.  A  letter  from  the  President,  Board  of 
Commissioners,  Government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia,  transmitting  a  draft  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  entitled  "A  bill  to  authorize 
and  finance  a  program  of  public  works  con¬ 
struction  for  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
for  other  purposes”;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
District  of  Columbia. 


REPORTS  OP  COMMITTEES  ON  PUB¬ 
LIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  2  of  rule  XIII,  reports  of 
committees  were  delivered  to  the  Clerk 
for  printing  and  reference  to  the  proper 
calendar,  as  follows: 

Mr.  SHORT:  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices.  H.  R.  7209.  A  bill  to  continue  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  the  Missing  Persons  Act,  as 
extended,  until  July  1,  1955;  without  amend¬ 
ment  (Rept.  No.  1106).  Referred  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union. 

Mr.  LeCOMPTE  :  Committee  on  House 
Administration.  House  Resolution  405.  Res¬ 
olution  providing  for  the  payment  of  6 
months’  salary  and  $350  funeral  expenses  to 
Daisy  M.  Maupin,  mother  of  Sarah  A.  Mitch¬ 
ell,  late  an  employee  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives;  without  amendment  (Rept.  No. 
1107).  Ordered  to  be  printed. 

Mi-.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan :  Committee  on 
Government  Operations.  H.  R.  3477.  A  bill 
to  extend  to  the  Canal  Zone  Government  and 
the  Panama  Canal  Company  provisions  of 
the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  facilitate  the  set¬ 
tlement  of  the  accounts  of  certain  deceased 
civilian  officers  and  employees  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment,”  approved  August  3,  1950;  with 


amendment  (Rept.  No.  1108).  Referred  to 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union. 

Mr.  HOPE:  Committee  of  conference. 
H.  R.  6665.  A  bill  to  amend  certain  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  marketing 
quotas  (Rept.  No.  1109).  Ordered  to  be 
printed. 


PUBLIC  BILLS  AND  RESOLUTIONS 

Under  clause  4  of  rule  XXII,  public 
bills  and  resolutions  were  introduced  and 
severally  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  BENTSEN: 

H.  R.  7369.  A  bill  to  amend  section  61  of 
the  National  Defense  Act  to  permit  the 
States  to  organize  military  forces,  other 
than  as  parts  of  their  National  Guard  units; 
to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

By  Mr.  BERRY : 

H.  R.  7370.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of 
August  15,  1953  (Public  Law  280,  83d  Cong.), 
so  as  to  require  the  consent  of  the  Indian 
tribes  to  the  assumption  of  jurisdiction  by 
States  over  civil  and  criminal  actions  arising 
in  Indian  country;  to  the  Committee  on 
Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  OLIVER  P.  BOLTON: 

H.  R.  7371.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  paid  postal  savings  certificates;  to 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service. 

By  Mr.  BROYHILL: 

H.  R.  7372.  A  bill  to  provide  cost-of-living 
pay  adjustments  for  officers  and  employees 
whose  rates  of  basic  compensation  are  deter¬ 
mined  in  accordance  with  the  Classification 
Act  of  1949  and  for  postmasters,  officers,  and 
employees  in  the  field  service  of  the  Post 
Office  Department;  to  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  C ELLER: 

H.  R.  7373.  A  bill  to  preserve  the  right  to 
removal  procedures  in  the  case  of  certain 
officers  and  employees  in  positions  excepted 
from  the  classified  civil  service;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  DELANEY: 

H.  R.  7374.  A  bill  to  prohibit  the  intro¬ 
duction,  or  manufacture  for  introduction, 
into  interstate  commerce  of  switch-blade 
knives,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerte, 

H.  R.  7375.  A  bill  to  increase  from  $600  to 
$750  the  income-tax  exemptions  of  an  in¬ 
dividual  taxpayer  for  himself  and  for  his 
spouse  or  other  first  dependent,  and  to  in¬ 
crease  the  amount  of  credit  for  a  dependent 
from  $600  to  $750;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  EBERHARTER: 

H.  R.  7376.  A  bill  to  reduce  the  tax  burden 
by  establishing  three  new  surtax  brackets 
on  net  income  below  $500;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  EDMONDSON: 

H.  R.  7377.  A  bill  to  amend  title  III  of  the 
Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  as 
amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans’  Affairs  to  make  direct  loans  to 
eligible  veterans  for  the  purchase,  repair, 
alteration,  construction,  or  improvement  of 
farm  property,  and  for  other  purposes;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

H.  R.  7378.  A  bill  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to 
make  direct  housing  loans  to  veterans;  to 
the  Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

H.  R.  7379.  A  bill  to  amend  section  502  of 
the  Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944, 
so  as  to  increase  the  maximum  amount  in 
which  farm-realty  loans  may  be  guaranteed 
thereunder;  to  the  Committee  on  Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By  Mr.  HILL: 

H.  R.  7380.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  reconvey  certain  prop¬ 
erty  which  the  city  of  Boulder,  Colo.,  donated 
to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  the  estab¬ 


lishment  of  a  radio-propagation  laboratory; 
to  the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

By  Mr.  JENKINS: 

H.  R.  7381.  A  bill  to  provide  that  failure  of 
any  officer  or  employee  of  the  United  States 
to  answer  certain  questions  shall  result  in 
removal  from  his  position  or  office;  to  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 

By  Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania: 

H.  R.  7382.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  to  extend  to  fruit  and  vege¬ 
table  storage  facilities  the  same  amortiza¬ 
tion  deduction  now  provided  for  grain  stor¬ 
age  facilities;  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means. 

By  Mr.  MILLER  of  California: 

H.  R.  7383.  A  bill  to  provide  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  an  American  National  War  Me¬ 
morial  Arts  Commission,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  Education  and 
Labor. 

By  Mr.  PATTEN: 

H.  R.  7384.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  so  as  to  exempt  certain  auto¬ 
mobile  seat  covers  from  the  manufacturers’ 
excise  tax  on  automobile  accessories;  to  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  PERKINS: 

H.  R.  7385.  A  bill  to  extend  to  ROTC  stu¬ 
dents  called  or  ordered  to  active  training 
duty  certain  benefits  which  have  been  ex¬ 
tended  to  members  of  the  Reserve  compo¬ 
nents  of  the  Armed  Forces,  and  members  of 
the  National  Guard,  who  are  called  or  or¬ 
dered  to  active  training  duty;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services. 

H.  R.  7386.  A  bill  to  amend  section  22  (b) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  so  as  to  provide 
that  $150  per  month  of  retirement  income 
shall  be  nontaxable;  to  the  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means. 

H.  R.  7387.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  to  provide  a  deduction  for  cer¬ 
tain  expenses  paid  or  incurred  by  the  tax¬ 
payer  for  his  own  education  or  for  ,the  educa¬ 
tion  of  any  other  person;  to  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means. 

By  Mr.  SCOTT: 

H.  R.  7388.  A  bill  to  incorporate  the  Amer¬ 
ican  Federation  of  the  Physically  Handi¬ 
capped:  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  SIMPSON  of  Illinois: 

H.  R.  7389.  A  bill  to  authorize  and  finance 
a  program  of  public  works  construction  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  to  the  Committee  on  the  District  of 
Columbia. 

By  Mr.  STRINGFELLOW: 

H.  R.  7390.  A  bill  to  amend  the  act  of 
August  21,  1951,  relating  to  certain  payments 
out  of  Ute  Indian  tribal  funds;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  TEAGUE: 

H.  R.  7391.  A  bill  to  amend  title  III  of  the 
Servicemen’s  Readjustment  Act  of  1944,  as 
amended,  to  authorize  the  Administrator  of 
Veterans’  Affairs  to  make  direct  loans  to  eli¬ 
gible  veterans  for  the  purchase,  repair,  alter¬ 
ation,  construction,  or  improvement  of  farm 
property,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

H.  R.  7392.  A  bill  to  extend  the  authority 
of  the  Administrator  of  Veterans’  Affairs  to 
make  direct  housing  loans  to  veterans;  to  the 
Committee  on  Veterans’  Affairs. 

By  Mr.  VINSON: 

H.  R.  7393.  A  bill  to  provide  that  the  Clark 
Hill  Reservoir,  on  the  Savannah  River,  S.  C. 
and  Ga„  shall  be  known  as  the  Paul  Brown 
Reservoir;  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

By  Mr.  WOLVERTON: 

H.  R.  7394.  A  bill  to  amend  the  Civil  Aero¬ 
nautics  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  so  as  to 
authorize  the  imposition  of  civil  penalties  in 
certain  cases;  to  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce. 

H.  R.  7395.  A  bill  to  amend  the  definition 
of  “airman”  in  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Act  of 
1938,  and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Com- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  agreed' to  conference,  report  on  cotton-allotments,  potato,  wheat 
■bill*  House  received  President's  budget  message-. 


HOUSE 

1,  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET.  Received  the  President's  Budget  message  (H.  Doc,  2.64)  (pp. 

.545-76).  -  '  •  *  : 

" 

2.  COTTON  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  E,  R.  6665,  estab* 

lishing  cotton  acreage  allotments  for  195'4,  authorizing  purchase  of  Irish 
potatoes  with  sect  j  on  22  funds,  and  permitting  the  Secretary  to  allot  addition¬ 
al  acreage  for  special  wheat  t;:p.os  in  short  supply  (pp.  578-83). 

)  3,  REPORTS.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (p.  593 ) * 

Operations  of  the  REA 

On  retirement  provisions  for  Federal  personnel .  pursuant  to  Public  Law  555.  p,2n 
Cong.  ■  , 

4.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS*.  Rep.  Poff  resigned  from  the  Government  Operations  Com¬ 

mittee  and  Rep.  Lipscomb. was  elected  a  member  of  this  committee  (p.  5 83)*  • 

5.  FARM  PRICES.  Rep.  Vursell  discussed  the  Administration's  accomplishments  and 

said,  "Statistics  show  that  farm  prices  which  have  been  going  down  steadily 
since  1947  have  been  checked  within  the  past  2  months. and  are  steadily  rising 
week  by  week"  (pp.  585-6). 

6.  PER  SORREL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  announced  that  public 

hearings  have  been  scheduled  on  salary  and  employee  benefit  legislation  begin¬ 
ning  Feb.  8  (p.  D46).  «•  • 

7.  ADJOURRED  until  Mon.,  Jan,  25  (p*  593 )• 

BILLS  •  INTRODUCED  '  ' 

8.  PERSONNEL,  F.  E.  7430,  by  Rep,  Bhrrett,  to  increase  the  basic  rates  of  compen- 


r-.  \  .j  OJ  r 


sation  of  certain  officers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Government;  to  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  593)* 

E.  B.  7442,  by  Rep.  Lesinski,  to  provide  for  lump-sum  payment  of  excess 
annual  leave  of  Government  officers  and  employees  to  the  credit  of  their  civil 
service  retirement  accounts;  to  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  (p.  593 )» 

9.  EDUCATION.-  K.  R.  7434,  "by  Rep.  Frelinghuysen,  to  establish  a  National  Advisory 
'•  Committee  on  Education;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  (p,  593) • 

F.  R,  7446,  by  Rep*  Rhodes,  Ariz.,  to  authorize  cooperative  research  in  edu¬ 
cation;  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  (p.  593), 

10. .  AAA.  H,.P»  7447,  by  Rep.  Rhodes ,  Ariz.,  to  amend  section  8c  (6)  of  the  Agricul- 
. tural  Adjustment  Act;  to  Agriculture' Committee  (p.  593), . • 

•  11, .  FISFERJmS.  .  H»  R,  7441,  by  Rep.  Knox,  to  further  encourage- the  distribution  of 
fishery,  products;  to  Merchant  Marine"  and  Disheries  Committee  (p,  593)» 

* 1  *  •  •  .  ‘  .  . ' 

12-.  •  FAuM-  LABOR,  .  E.  J,  Res,  357*.  hK  ?ep*.  Rhodes ,  Ariz,,  relating-  *to-  the-  supplying  of 

agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico;  to  Agriculture'  Committee  _ 

(p.  593).  .  (m 

.  5  •  ■  ■  .  ,  iV  . 

13.  MISSOURI  BAS  Hi ,  K.  R.  7439,  by  Rep,  Hope,  to  grant  the  consent  of  Congress  to  the 
States  of  Colo,,  Iowa,  Xans. ,  Minn,,  Mo.,  Mont,,  Nebr, ,  N.  Dak.,  S.  Dak,,,  and 
Nyo. ,  to  negotiate  and  enter  into  a  compact  relatirg  to  the  conservation,  devel¬ 
opment,  and  utilization  of  water,  land,  and  other  related,  resources  of  the 
Missouri  Basin;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  (p,  593), 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  •  . 


14.  FARM  FROG. AM.  Rep.  lope  inserted  his  speech  before  the  Future  Farmers  of  America 

and  one  before  the  Des  Moines  Chamber  of  Commerce  explaining  the  present  farm 
situation  and  the  need  for  future  leadership  and  for  the  businessman's  under¬ 
standing  in  this  area  (pp.  A43I-3,  A461-4) . 

*  '  ‘  »  ‘  *  .  *. 

15.  COTTON;  WHEAT.  Speech  by  Rep,  Teague  opnosing  H.  R.  6665,  to  increase  the  cotton- 

acreage  allotment  for  1954,  claiming  it  to  be  sectional  legislation  "for  the 
,  benefit  of  one  section  at  the  expense  of  the  other"  (pp.  A449— 5 0 ) , 

Extension  of  remarks  by  Rep,  Heselton  opposing  H,  R.  6665,  claiming  that 
this  type  of  legislation  may  bring  on  a  demand  for  the  elimination  of  the  present 
program  and  "will  return  to  haunt  those  who  supported  it", and  inserter  quotations 
from  the  Secretary  and  the  President  to  support  him  (pp©  AA64— 5), 

16.  FARM  SUnFLUS,  Rep.  King  inserted  an  editorial  on  the  need  to  find  outlets  for 

the  present  farm  surplus  by  extending  the  President's  authority  to  distribute 
the  surplus  to  friendly  countries  (pp„  A439*-40). 


17.  FOamlGN  ‘TRADE,  Rep.  Kean  inserted  the  recommendations  of  the  Committee  for  a 
,  National  Trade  Policy,  including  one  to  reduce  discrimination  against  foreign 
goods  by  Government  procurement  agencies  (p,  A442). 

Rep.  Patterson  inserted  a  letter  written  to  an  editor  discussing  the  "threat 
to  employment  of  American  workers  by  indiscriminate  lowering  of  our  tariffs" 

(pp.  A443-4), 


►  —O-7 

CO  I  liITTHE  HEADINGS  Ai:  NO UN  CEMENTS :  Forest  grazing  policies, 
Eden  SCS  project,  E.  Interior,  JAN.  27,  (Young  to  testify) 
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Kee 

Nelson 

Short 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Nicholson 

Sieminski 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Norblad 

Simpson,  HI. 

Keogh 

Norrell 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Kersten,  Wls. 

Oakman 

Small 

Kilday 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Kirwan 

O'Brien,  Mich. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Klein 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Smith,  Va. 

Knox 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Spence 

Krueger 

O'Hara,  Minn. 

Staggers 

Landrum 

O’Neill 

Stauffer 

Lane 

Osmers 

Steed 

Lanham 

Ostertag 

Sullivan 

Latham 

Passman 

Sutton 

LeCompte 

Patman 

Talle 

Lesinski 

Pelly 

Teague 

Lipscomb 

Perkins 

Thompson,  La. 

Long 

Pfost 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Lucas 

Phillips 

Thornberry 

Lyle 

Poage 

Tollefson 

McCarthy 

Poff 

Trimble 

McConnell 

Polk 

Utt 

McCormack 

Preston 

Van  Zandt 

McDonough 

Price 

Velde 

Mclntire 

Priest 

Vinson 

McMillan 

Rains 

Vorys 

McVey 

Ray 

Vursell 

Machrowicz 

Rayburn 

Walter 

Mack,  Wash. 

Reed,  Ill. 

Warburton 

Madden 

Rees,  Kans. 

Watts 

Magnuson 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Westland 

Mahon 

Riehlman 

Wharton 

Mailliard 

Riley 

Wheeler 

Martin,  Iowa 

Rivers 

Whitten 

Mason 

Roberts 

Wickersham 

Matthews 

Robeson,  Va. 

Widnall 

Meader 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Merrill 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Williams,  N.  J. 

Merrow 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Metcalf 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Willis 

Miller,  Calif. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Mills 

Rooney 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Mollohan 

Roosevelt 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Morano 

St.  George 

Winstead 

Morgan 

Schenck 

Withrow 

Morrison 

Scott 

Wolcott 

Moss 

Scudder 

Wolverton 

Moulder 

Secrest 

Young 

Multer 

Selden 

Younger 

Mumma 

Shafer 

Zablocki 

Natcher 

Shelley 

Neal 

Sheppard 

• 

NAYS — 36 

Andersen, 

Harrison,  Nebr.  Reams 

H.  Carl 

Jones,  Mo. 

Reed,  N.  Y. 

Bolton, 

Jones,  N.  O. 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Oliver  P. 

King,  Pa. 

Scrivner 

Budge 

Laird 

Shuford 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Lantaff 

Sikes 

Cannon 

Mack,  Ill. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Chatham 

Marshall 

Taber 

Clardy 

Miller,  Kans. 

Thompson, 

Cotton 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Mich. 

Davis,  Wis. 

Pilcher 

Van  Pelt 

D ’Ewart 

Prouty 

Wainwright 

Gross 

Rabaut 

Wier 

NOT  VOTING— 
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Addonizio 

Donohue 

Philbin 

Alexander 

Durham 

Pillion 

Andrews 

Gamble 

Powell 

Bentsen 

Golden 

Radwan 

Boland 

Hinshaw 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Brownson 

Holifield 

Regan 

Buchanan 

Horan 

Richards 

Buckley 

Hruska 

Rodino 

Busbey 

Jackson 

Sadlak 

Carrigg 

Jarman 

Saylor 

Chelf 

Jonas,  N.  C. 

Scherer 

Chudoff 

Kilburn 

Seely-Brown 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

King,  Calif. 

Sheehan 

Coudert 

Kluczynski 

Springer 

Cretella 

Lovre 

Stringfellow 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McCulloch 

Taylor 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McGregor 

Thomas 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Miller,  Md. 

Tuck 

Dawson,  Utah 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Wampler 

Deane 

Murray 

Weichel 

Dingell 

O'Konski 

Wigglesworth 

Dodd 

Patten 

Yates 

Dondero 

Patterson 

Yorty 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 

Mr.  Jonas  of  North  Carolina  with  Mr. 
Thomas. 

Mr.  Miller  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Deane. 
Mr.  McCulloch  with  Mr.  Durham. 

Mr.  Sadlak  with  Mr.  Holifield. 

Mr.  Taylor  with  Mr.  Bentsen. 


Mr.  Coudert  with  Mr.  Addonizio. 

Mr.  Golden  with  Mr.  Rodino. 

Mr.  Wigglesworth  with  Mr.  Yates. 

Mr.  Wampler  with  Mr.  Yorty. 

Mr.  Weichel  with  Mr.  Chudoff. 

Mr.  Cretella  with  Mr.  Patten. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri  with  Mr.  Boland. 

Mr.  Dondero  with  Mrs.  Buchanan. 

Mr.  Gamble  with  Mr.  King  of  California. 

Mr.  Scherer  with  Mr.  Kluczynski. 

Mr.  Miller  of  Maryland  with  Mr.  Jarman. 

Mr.  McGregor  with  Mr.  Dodd. 

Mr.  Carrigg  with  Mr.  Dingell. 

Mr.  Hruska  with  Mr.  Philbin. 

Mr.  Patterson  with  Mr.  Donohue. 

Mr.  Cole  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Andrews. 

Mr.  Seely-Brown  with  Mr.  Buckley. 

Mr.  Brownson  with  Mr.  Powell. 

Mr.  Busbey  with  Mr.  Jones  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina. 

Mr.  Stringfellow  with  Mr.  Davis  of  Tennes¬ 
see. 

Mr.  Kilburn  with  Mr.  Richards. 

Mr.  Sheehan  with  Mr.  Regan. 

Mr.  Reece  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Dawson 
of  Illinois. 

Mr.  Saylor  with  Mr.  Chelf. 

Mr.  Horan  with  Mr.  Tuck. 

Mr.  Lovre  with  Mr.  Alexander. 

Mr.  Jackson  with  Mr.  Murray. 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  MOULDER.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
overwhelming  majority  in  favor  of  the 
passage  of  H.  R.  5337,  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  a  United  States  Air 
Force  Academy  clearly  reveals  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  Congress  that  the  defense  and 
security  of  our  country  makes  it  neces¬ 
sary  that  our  chief  line  of  defense  is 
and  will  be  our  Air  Forces.  The  bill  we 
have  passed  necessarily  omitted  a  spe¬ 
cific  location  for  the  Air  Force  Academy 
for  several  reasons;  however,  I  would  be 
remiss  in  my  duties  if  I  did  not  mention 
that  the  Sedalia  Air  Force  Base  in  Mis¬ 
souri  offers  not  only  ideal  and  strategic 
location  with  every  possible  desirable 
factor  and  geographic  location,  but  also 
will  provide  a  savings  of  millions  of  .  dol¬ 
lars  in  cost  of  construction. 

More  than  $40  million  is  now  invested 
in  the  Sedalia  Air  Force  Base,  offering 
many  of  the  facilities  that  will  be  re¬ 
quired  in  connection  with  the  operation 
of  an  Air  Force  Academy.  The  Air 
Force  Academy  or  school  should  not  be 
located  in  any  extreme  west,  east,  north, 
or  south  part  of  the  United  States.  It 
should,  for  many  good  reasons,  be  lo¬ 
cated  and  established  in  a  central  loca¬ 
tion  to  achieve  convenient  access  to  and 
from  all  other  parts  of  the  country,  and 
the  Sedalia  Air  Force  Base  location  pro¬ 
vides  that  as  well  as  all  other  facilities 
and  requirements  for  the  location,  es¬ 
tablishment,  and  operation  of  the  Air 
Force  Academy. 


CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

(Mr.  CHATHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  CHATHAM..  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
very  much  embarrassed  this  morning, 
and  I  am  sure  will  hear  some  more  about 
it  in  the  future,  because  my  remarks  on 
yesterday  afternoon  in  opposition  to  the 
Air  Force  Academy  were  not  included 
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in  this  morning’s  Record.  I  waited  until 
nearly  everyone  left  yesterday  afternoon 
and  for  2  hours  in  my  office  for  the  copy 
to  come  over.  I  immediately  went 
through  it,  corrected  it,  and  put  it  in 
the  pickup  station  where  I  was  told  to 
leave  it.  This  morning  it  was  back  in 
my  office,  and  where  I  was  supposed  to 
have  my  remarks,  following  the  address 
by  the  gentleman  from  California  [Mr. 
HinshawI,  the  following  appears: 

[Mr.  CHATHAM  addressed  the  Committee. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 

Immediately  following  are  the  remarks 
of  my  distinguished  friend  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  replying  to  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  at  this  point  in  the  Record  the 
statement  I  have  now  made  and  my  re¬ 
marks  of  yesterday  in  opposition  to  the 
bill  may  be  included. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  Mr.  Speaker,  why 
does  not  the  gentleman  put  them  in 
ahead  of  the  other,  if  that  is  what  he 
wants?  He  can  do  that  if  he  wants  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does  the 
gentleman  modify  his  request  accord¬ 
ingly? 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  I  do,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

(The  remarks  referred  to  by  Mr. 
Chatha'm  are  as  follows : ) 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

(Mr.  CHATHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  know  when  I  prepared  my  notes  that 
the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Texas 
and  the  distinguished  gentleman  from 
California  were  going  to  buck  the  trend 
today,  which  has  veered  and  yawed  a 
little  bit  from  the  question  until  some¬ 
times  it  looked  like  a  chamber  of  com¬ 
merce  brief  for  either  the  fogbound  coast 
of  California  or  the  tornado-ridden  areas 
of  Texas  or  the  pleasant,  sunny  climate 
of  the  Carolinas.  I  was  particularly  im¬ 
pressed  by  what  the  gentleman  from 
California  had  to  say.  I  am  sure  every 
man  in  this  Chamber  wants  the  best  Air 
Force  possible.  Certainly  I  question 
whether  the  way  proposed  is  the  best 
way  to  get  it.  I  have  been  through  both 
ends  of  the  service  in  the  Navy — at  sea 
and  in  the  high  departments  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  I  think  we  are  all  for  more  uni¬ 
fication  and  not  for  less  unification,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Mahon] 
just  said.  Everyone  who  knows  any¬ 
thing  about  the  service  knows  today  that 
the  rivalry  between  the  services  is  at 
fever  heat,  with  one  exception,  the  Navy 
and  the  Marines.  If  the  people  of  this 
country  were  asked  to  vote  today  on  the 
one  elite  service  in  our  country,  I  think 
there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  answer 
would  be  the  Marines.  The  Marine  and 
Navy  officers  are  educated,  trained,  and 
worked  together.  The  Marines  in  World 
War  II  were  fighting  with  the  Army, 
completely  aside  from  the  Navy;  also  in 
the  Korean  war.  The  command  for 
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which  the  corps  was  fashioned  was  to  be 
the  amphibious  group  of  the  Navy. 
Amphibious  warfare  was  engaged  in  by 
the  United  States  Marines  long  before 
the  landings  in  the  Pacific  and  at  Nor¬ 
mandy.  They  were  experts,  in  amphib¬ 
ious  warfare  two  or  three  generations 
ago.  I  sincerely  believe,  in  the  light  of 
what  has  happened,  that  if  the  Air  Foi  ce 
and  the  Army  were  remerged,  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  and  the  morale  of  both  services 
would  be  improved,  unless  complete  uni¬ 
fication  of  all  three  Academies  could  be 
effected. 

I  do  not  know  how  many  people  are 
familiar  with  the  Board  that  was  ap¬ 
pointed  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  Bard  under  the  late  Secretary  For- 
restal.  Dr.  Compton,  the  head  of  MIT, 
was  Chairman  of  that  Board,  and  they 
were  to  make  a  survey  of  the  service 
Academies,  West  Point  and  Annapolis, 
and  give  Secretary  Bard  the  results  of 
their  findings.  This  Board  brought  in  a 
report  which  was  of  extreme  interest  to 
all  people  in  civil  life  who  had  come  into 
the  war  effort,  but  not  of  such  supreme 
interest  to  the  men  who  had  graduated 
from  Annapolis  and  West  Point. 

May  I  step  aside  for  a  moment  to  say 
to  my  good  friend,  a  man  whom  I  greatly 
admire,  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Armed  Forces  Committee,  when  he 
spoke  of  engineers  and  dentists,  the 
greatest  force  that  has  come  to  my  part 
of  the  South,  and  certainly  I  think  it  is 
a  distinguished  State  that  has  moved 
forward  faster  than  any  other  State  in 
the  Union,  was  when  we  consolidated 
three  great  institutions  of  learning, 
which  were  entirely  separate,  into  what 
is  known  as  the  Greater  University  of 
North  Carolina.  State  College  in  North 
Carolina  and  Clemson  in  South  Carolina, 
and  VPI  in  Virginia,  are  doing  the  best 
work  in  our  contiguous  States.  They  are 
giving  the  basic  training  to  young  men 
who  live  together  in  dormitories,  who  are 
taking  agriculture  at  State  and  engi¬ 
neering  at  State  and  textiles  at  State, 
three  completely  different  branches  of 
education,  just  like  the  Army,  the  Navy, 
and  the  Air  Force,  growing  up  together. 
The  effect  has  been  that  when  these  men 
go  out  into  business,  in  textiles,  in  agri¬ 
culture,  or  engineering,  for  the  rest  of 
their  lives  they  work  together  for  the 
good  of  the  State  and  for  the  good  of 
their  different  branches.  I  think  that 
friendships  would  be  formed  on  the  basis 
of  the  Compton  report  and  cooperation 
started  in  their  early  education  that 
would  affect  their  service.  The  Compton 
report  ?ays  that  young  men  from  all  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  of  the  country 
should  be  allowed  to  choose  admission  to 
one  of  the  great  service.  Academies. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has 
expired. 

(Mr.  CHATHAM  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  2  additional 
minutes.) 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  The  Compton  report 
said  that  men  who  spent  2  years  in  their 
college  or  university  and  who  passed  the 
requirements  for  the  one  service  academy 
be  allowed  to  go  to  that  academy  for  3 
more  years  of  training;  really  a  post¬ 
graduate  school.  You  would  have 


branches  of  air  and  these  basic  things 
that  have  been  mentioned,  areodynamics, 
electronics,  weather,  and  all  these  things; 
you  would  also  have  individual  branches 
for  Army  and  Navy,  which  also  includes 
basic  education.  At  the  graduation  of 
those  men  from  those  academies  they 
would  get  2  diplomas,  1  from  the  serv¬ 
ice  academy  and  1  from  the  college 
from  which  they  came  to  the  service 
academy,  giving  them  something  that 
would  be  not  only  a  matter  of  great  pride, 
but  showing  that  they  had  passed  their 
3  years  of  cooperation  and  coordination 
which,  in  one  generation,  would  mean 
that  men  in  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and 
the  Air  Force  would  have  a  different 
sense  of  rivalry  that  they  have  today, 
where  the  rivalry  has  been,  as  I  said,  at 
fever  heat.  Certainly  I  think  that  was 
one  of  the  soundest  recommendations  of 
that  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Is  that 
not  exactly  what  they  do  in  the  War 
College?  They  have  people  from  all 
branches  of  the  service.  They  rub  elbows 
even  with  people  in  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment,  and  that  brings  about  harmony 
and  understanding. 

Mr.  CHATHAM.  I  think  that  is  an 
argument  in  favor  of  what  I  am  saying, 
because  the  War  College  is  composed  of  a 
small  group  of  the  very  finest  of  men  who 
are  picked  for  the  top  leadership  of  the 
services.  But  I  personally  think  that 
they  should  be  brought  in  in  their 
younger  days,  live  together  and  train  to¬ 
gether  to  get  the  cooperation  that  they 
should  have. 

As  to  the  matter  of  location,  if  this 
bill  is  passed,  I  think  the  planners,  the 
people  who  pick  the  site,  should  do  so 
in  the  view  that  some  day  this  unifica¬ 
tion  of  service  academies  will  come.  It 
should  be  on  blue  water,  in  the  right 
climate,  with  plenty  of  room  for  airfields 
and  facilities  and  with  the  necessary 
highway  and  rail  transportation. 

I  do  not  think  any  of  the  services  will 
cotton  to  this  suggestion  or  to  the  re¬ 
marks  that  were  made  by  the  two  gentle¬ 
men  preceding  me.  I  do  not  think  they 
will  be  gleeful  over  what  I  have  been 
saying,  but  I  think,  for  the  best  interests 
of  this  country,  and  to  save  money,  it  is 
a  sound  proposition. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 


PARLIAMENTARY  INQUIRY 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
desire  to  propound  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry  for  the  information  of  the  House. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  it  is  general  understanding 
that  some  people  in  the  gallery  have 
had  a  copy  of  the  President’s  budget  and 
tax  message  since  yesterday,  the  Mem¬ 
bers  would  like  to  know  where  they  can 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  message  or  whether 
they  should  wait  until  tomorrow  when 
it  is  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  is  in¬ 
formed  that  there  are  copies  available 


in  the  document  room  for  each  Mem¬ 
ber. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  In  other  words, 
we  should  go  to  the  document  room  and 
obtain  copies? 

The  SPEAKER.  Yes, 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  thank  the 
Speaker.  _ 

COTTON  AND  WHEAT  ACREAGE  AL¬ 
LOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING  QUO¬ 
TAS 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6665)  to  amend  certain  provisions  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  relating  to  cotton  market¬ 
ing  quotas,  and  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  statement  of  the  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of 
the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  January 
20,  1954.) 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  will  recall  that  in  the 
closing  days  of  the  last  session  the  House 
passed  a  bill  relating  to  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  cotton.  The  Senate  did  not 
take  up  that  bill  before  adjournment. 

The  Senate  has  now  passed  the  bill 
after  substituting  its  own  provisions  for 
those  contained  in  the  House  bill.  This 
is  a  conference  report  reconciling  the 
differences  between  the  two  bills. 

The  bill  which  passed  the  House  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  national  cotton  acreage 
allotment  for  1954  should  be  22,613,000 
acres,  and  there  were  provisions  for 
dividing  that  acreage  among  the  States. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  What  would  the 
acreage  for  cotton  have  been  but  for  the 
enactment  of  this  legislation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  allotment  which  was 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
under  presently  existing  law  was  17,910,- 
448  acres.  That  was  the  maximum 
amount  the  Secretary  could  make.  It 
was  recognized  by  everyone  that  that  was 
not  an  adequate  acreage,  that  it  would 
result  in  great  distress  among  cotton 
producers,  and  that  it  might  produce 
less  than  an  adequate  supply  of  cotton  in 
the  event  we  had  a  poor  crop  year: 

The  bill,  as  it  passed  the  other  body, 
provided  for  a  total  of  21,379,342  acres, 
and  contained  provisions  for  dividing 
that  between  the  States  in  the  eastern 
and  western  areas  in  the  Cotton  Belt, 
under  what,  I  think,  is  as  satisfactory  an 
arrangement  as  can  be  worked  out.  The 
Senate  bill  also  set  up  a  method  for  allo¬ 
cating  the  extra  acres.  It  must  be  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  17,910,448  acres  has 
already  been  allocated.  No  change  can 
be  made  in  that.  But  the  extra  acreage 
will  be  allocated  under  a  formula  set  up 
in  the  bill  as  agreed  on  in  conference. 
In  the  interest  of  time  I  will  not  elabo- 
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rate  further  on  the  specific  provisions  of 
the  bill  but  will  be  glad  to  answer  ques¬ 
tions. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOPER.  The  conference  report 
then  provides  the  overall  acreage  provi¬ 
sions  as  provided  in  the  Senate  bill;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  The 
acreage  is  the  same  as  in  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

.  Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Will  the  gentleman  tell 
us  in  his  presentation  of  this  matter  how 
this  disposition  of  it  ties  in  with  the 
recommendations  made  by  the  President 
for  an  agricultural  price  policy? 

Mr.  HOPE.  There  is  no  connection 
between  this  bill  and  the  President’s 
recommendations  for  long-range  farm 
legislation.  But  I  am  glad  to  advise  the 
gentleman  that  this  bill  and  the  acreage 
carried  in  it  is  based  upon  a  recom¬ 
mendation  by  the  Secretary  of  Agricul¬ 
ture.  In  other  words,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  requested  the  Congress  to 
enact  legislation  to  provide  this  number 
of  acres  for  the  national  cotton  acreage 
allotment  this  year. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  might  be  well  if  the 
gentleman  would  also  point  out  the  fact 
that  in  July  the  House  passed  a  bill  fixing 
the  minimum  acreage  at  22,500,000  so 
the  bill  now  before  us  is  for  at  least  a 
million  acres  lower  than  the  bill  which 
we  passed  in  July. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes,  that  is  correct.  Of 
course,  in  July  the  estimate  for  cotton 
production  for  1953  was  more  than  2 
million  bales  below  what  the  final  pro¬ 
duction  turned  out  to  be. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  might 
also  point  out  and  I  would  also  like  to 
point  out  to  the  House  at  this  time  that 
this  bill  now  provides  a  minimum  which 
is  about  4  million  acres  less  tfian  was 
planted  in  cotton  in  this  country  last 
year. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Will  the  gentleman 
advise  the  Members  how  much  cotton 
there  is  now  in  storage  being  held  by 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  do  not  think  I  have  the 
figure  in  mind  at  the  present  moment, 
but  I  will  be  glad  to  insert  it  in  the 
Record. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Is  it  not  approxi¬ 
mately  1  year’s  supply? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  think  the  total  cotton 
supply  including  what  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  Government  and  what  is  out¬ 
side,  above  the  amount  that  will  be 
consumed  in  this  current  year,  amounts 
to  about  a  year’s  domestic  requirements. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Can  the  gentleman 
inform  the  House  how  much  additional 
cotton  there  will  be  in  terms  of  the 
additional  acreage  that  is  provided  in 
this  conference  report? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  depends,  of  course, 
so  largely  upon  weather  and  insect  pests 


and  plant  diseases  that  I  would  not  want 
to  venture  a  prediction.  But,  it  is  4 
million  acres  less  than  the  acreage 
which  was  planted  last  year.  Of  course, 
we  had  an  extraordinarily  heavy  yield 
last  year,  one  of  the  greatest  yields  per 
acre,  I  believe,  that  we  have  ever  had. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Is  it  safe  to  say 
that  if  we  pass  this  conference  report 
this  afternoon,  there  will  have  to  be 
bought  a  great  many  thousands  of  bales 
of  cotton  by  the  Government  which  will 
have  to  be  placed  in  storage  during  the 
next  year? 

Mr.  HOPE.  No,  I  would  not  be  pre¬ 
pared  to  make  that  statement. 

Undoubtedly  there  will  be  cotton  put 
under  loan,  some  of  which  will  get  into 
the  hands  of,  the  Government.  But  so 
far  in  the  cotton  program  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  not  sustained  any  loss,  and  I 
do  not  believe  it  will  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mi'.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Indiana. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  May  I  say  at  the  out¬ 
set  that  I  favor  this  conference  report, 
and  I  shall  vote  for  its  adoption.  I  would 
call  to  the  attention  of  the  gentleman, 
as  he  has  said,  that  last  summer  when 
this  matter  was  before  us  I  worked  as 
best  I  could  as  majority  leader  to  bring 
the  measure  to  passage.  Prior  to  that 
time,  when  a  similar  situation  confronted 
us  with  respect  to  wheat,  I  aided  in 
bringing  the  matter  to  passage.  I  have 
asked  the  gentleman  to  yield  only  for 
this  purpose;  We  are  operating  under 
certain  farm  programs  that  have  been 
enacted  in  the  past  with  bipartisan  sup¬ 
port.  Members  on  both  sides  have  tried 
as  best  they  could  to  solve  the  agricul¬ 
tural  problems  and  to  develop  a  sound 
program.  To  my  mind,  the  colloquies 
which  have  taken  place  and  the  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr., 
Hope]  offer  clear  evidence  that  cei’tain" 
difficulties  and  troubles  are  arising  under 
the  operation  of  the  program.  It  ap¬ 
pears  that  with  respect  to  both  wheat 
and  cotton  we  are  confronted  with  huge 
carryovers.  Under  existing  law  the  for¬ 
mula  provided  for  requires  that  the  acre¬ 
age  be  cut  back  very,  very  substantially. 
With  respect  to  cotton,  frequently  it  has 
been  said  to  me  that  if  we  do  not  increase 
the  acreage  the  decrease  would  be  so 
great  as  to  bring  actual  distress  among 
the  cotton  farmers.  Of  course  that  is 
the  reason  for  this  legislation.  I  say 
again,  it  points  up  a  weakness,  it  points 
up  a  difficulty  which  I  think  the  Con¬ 
gress  must  consider  whenever  future 
action  is  taken. 

I  appreciate  and  understand  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  advocates  of  a  rigid,  high, 
in  flexible  support  price.  I  supported 
and  voted  for  it  as  I  did  the  1948  and  the 
1949  acts.  But  it  has  also  come  to  my 
attention  that  if  you  have  this  high  sup¬ 
port  price  we  are  going  to  avoid  serious 
difficulty,  we  are  going  to  avoid  serious 
drains  on  the  Government  only  by  the 
imposition  of  very  strict  quota  acreage 
allotments. 

I  am  going  to  support  this  conference 
report.  What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to 
avoid  the  impact  of  the  very  formula 
we  created  in  the  law.  May  I  say  this  to 
my  colleagues,  we  cannot  continue  for¬ 


ever  to  have  it  both  ways.  I  think  we 
must  recognize  that  we  cannot  always 
reach  for  the  sweet  and  then,  when  the 
bitter  comes  along,  say  we  are  not  going 
to  take  that.  We  will  just  vote  a  lot 
more  capital  for  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation.  All  I  am  saying,  as»I  have 
said  before,  is  that  I  think  certain  weak¬ 
nesses  and  difficulties  are  appearing.  No 
one  advocates  any  abrupt,  overnight 
change  from  what  we  have,  but  at  the 
same  time  I  think  we  would  be  reckless 
with  our  responsibility  if  we  did  not  rec¬ 
ognize  the  existence  of  some  of  these 
difficulties  and  weaknesses,  and  by  a 
gradual  process  undertake  as  best  we 
can  to  make  adjustments  that  would 
seem  to  be  indicated.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  think  both  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Hope] 
would  agree  with  me  that  this  is  a  tem¬ 
porary  adjustment  in  the  farm  program, 
indicated  as  necessary.  But,  beyond 
that,  again  may  I  say  I  do  not  think  we 
can  continue  forever  to  have  it  both 
ways.  In  addition,  as  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  begins  a  study  of  this  very 
difficult,  complex  problem,  I  trust  that 
they  will  have  these  matters  in  mind. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me  for  a  question? 

Mi*.  HOPE.  I  will  be  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  should  like  the  gen¬ 
tleman  to  inform  the  House  whether 
there  is  anything  in  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  or  in  this  bill,  if  we  adopt  it,  that 
would  prevent  us  from  following  the  kind 
of  agricultural-price  program  the  Presi¬ 
dent  has  recommended. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  can  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  bill 
that  would  in  any  way  affect  long-range 
legislation  that  may  be  brought  up  this 
year  concerning  agriculture.  This  bill 
has  two  aspects.  One  deals  with  the 
acreage  allotments  for  this  year  and  the 
other  deals  with  the  method  of  making 
acreage  allotments  in  the  future.  In 
other  words,  there  are  temporary  and 
permanent  provisions  of  this  bill.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  bill  that  would  interfere 
with  any  action  that  the  Congx-ess  might 
take  during  this  session  with  respect  to 
revising  farm  legislation. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Mi’.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mi-.  BARDEN.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  to  repeat  the  figure  of  the 
additional  number  of  acres  that  would 
be  brought  in;  I  understood  the  gentle¬ 
man  to  say  three  or  four  million. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  number  of  acres  that 
was  allotted  under  existing  law  was  17,- 
910,448.  Under  this  bill  there  would  be 
allotted  overall,  in  total,  21,379,342,  or 
about  3V2  million  acres  additional. 

Mi-.  BARDEN.  Here  is  what  the  bill 
did.  There  had  been  farmers  who  had 
been  growing  cotton  and  among  them 
there  were  those  who  had  50  acres,  150 
acres,  200  acres.  They  had  contractual 
agreements  with  their  tenants  and 
sharecroppers.  But  along  came  this 
bill  and  a  farmer,  in  some  instances,  was 
cut  65  percent.  Of  course,  that  just 
played  havoc  with  the  whole  setup.  It 
did  not  bother  the  5-acre  man,  but  the 
50-acre  man  or  the  150-acre  man,  who 


580  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  January  2i 


were  small  farmers  too,  it  put  them  on 
the  road  looking  for  another  farm  for 
them  to  go  to. 

Now,  do  I  understand  that  these  ap¬ 
proximately  4  million  acres  are  to  be 
used  in  bringing  up  the  overall  average 
in  a  State,  or  will  they  be  used  to  bring 
up  the  average  in  the  particular  counties 
that  were  cut  the  most? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  additional  acreage 
will  be  distributed  under  the  formula 
contained  in  the  bill.  Certainly  it  will 
not  take  care  of  every  hardship  case  and 
give  everybody  all  the  acreage  he  feels 
he  should  have.  But  we  think  it  will 
help  a  great  deal. 

Mr.  BARDEN.  Here  is  the  thing  that 
is  interesting  to  me.  I  did  not  have  a 
single  group  of  farmers  approach  me 
who  did  not  say  readily,  “We  are  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  cut  our  crop  20  percent, 
30  percent,  or  40  percent  if  need  be.  We 
are  in  favor  of  a  reduction  of  acreage, 
but  we  cannot  understand  why  1  county 
is  cut  65  percent,  and  another  county 
30  percent,  while  maybe  the  small  farmer 
somewhere  is  not  cut  at  all.” 

They  did  not  like  the  inequity  that 
existed  there  under  the  formula  that 
distributed  the  17  million  acres. 

H  this  additional  acreage  is  to  be  used 
to  level  up  allotments,  I  think  that  will 
appeal  to  the  agricultural  people  be¬ 
cause,  in  the  long  run,  I  do  not  know 
of  any  people  on  earth  who  have  a  keener 
sense  of  fair  play  than  they  do.  All 
they  want  is  to  be  treated  alike. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  this  is  to  be  used  for  the  pirn- 
pose  of  leveling  up,  as  the  gentleman 
says.  I  certainly  would  not  want  to  say 
that  it  is  going  to  give  everybody  all 
the  acreage  he  thinks  he  should  have, 
but  it  will  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
adjusting  inequities  and  taking  care  of 
those  situations  the  gentleman  has  in 
mind. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  my 
distinguished  colleague  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
report  refers  to  durum  wheat.  I  would 
like  to  have  it  made  clear  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  has  the  authority  to  increase  the 
acreage  allotted  for  durum-wheat  pro¬ 
duction  for  this  year  if  he  finds  there  is 
a  shortage  of  this  particular  type  of 
wheat,  which  wheat  is  used  largely  for 
macaroni.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct.  Under 
the  language  now  contained  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  that  authority  will  extend 
for  this  year  and  next  year. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  2  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Montana  [Mr. 
D’EwarxI. 

Mr.  D’EWART.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  especially  address  my  remarks  to  sec¬ 
tion  4,  paragraph  E,  wherein  the  Secre¬ 
tary  is  permitted  to  increase  the  acreage 
allotment  of  classes  or  subclasses  of 
wheat  which  are  found  to  be  in  short 
supply  over  a  3-year  period.  I  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  along  those  lines  earlier  in 
this  session.  That  provision  in  this  con¬ 
ference  report  takes  care  of  the  situation, 
and  I  appreciate  the  efforts  along  these 
lines  made  by  the  conference  committee 

There  are  many  classes  of  wheat,  and 
they  are  used  for  various  purposes. 


Under  the  present  law,  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  in  applying  acreage  restric¬ 
tions,  is  permitted  no  discretion,  and  the 
same  restriction  must  be  applied  to  all 
wheat,  even  though,  as  is  now  the  case, 
there  exists  a  very  real  shortage  of  cer¬ 
tain  important  classes. 

For  the  past  several  months  I  have 
been  working  along  with  Hon.  J.  Hugo 
Aronson,  Governor  of  Montana;  Hon. 
Albert  J.  Kruse,  the  Montana  State  com¬ 
missioner  of  agriculture;  and  others  in 
an  effort  to  obtain  larger  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  those  Montana  and  Dakota 
farmers  who  produce  high-protein 
wheat.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
has  been  unable  to  comply  with  our  re¬ 
quest  because  the  present  law  does  not 
permit  him  to  differentiate. 

Montana  high -protein  hard -winter 
and  spring  wheat  is  necessary  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  flour  for  yeast-leavened  bakery 
products  such  as  bread,  rolls,  and  sweet 
goods.  Generally  it  is  not  interchange¬ 
able  with  the  soft  wheats,  although  it  is 
sometimes  mixed  with  other  wheat  in 
order  to  produce  a  higher  protein 
product. 

During  the  past  year  Montana  farmers 
received  premiums  as  high  as  50  cents 
per  acre  on  this  desirable  and  necessary 
wheat.  This,  I  believe,  gives  good  indi¬ 
cation  of  the  demand  for  our  wheat,  and 
the  fact  is  that  the  hard  winter  and 
spring  wheat,  with  its  high-protein  con¬ 
tent,  is  not  contributing  to  the  overall 
surplus  of  wheat. 

Under  these  circumstances,  while  it 
is  necessary  to  curtail  wheat  production 
generally,  it  certainly  is  not  necessary 
or  in  the  public  interest  to  curtail  the 
production  of  high-protein  wheat. 

The  same  general  considerations  apply 
to  the  durum  wheat,  grown  primarily  in 
North  Dakota,  which  is  used  for  maca¬ 
roni  and  many  other  products  and  for 
which  there  is  no  substitute.  I  note  that 
the  report  on  this  measure  refers  to 
durum  as  an  example  of  the  class  of 
wheat  for  which  special  consideration 
is  required.  As  I  have  pointed  out, 
durum  is  not  alone,  however,  and  we 
are  hopeful  that  the  Secretary  will  now 
proceed,  as  soon  as  this  measure  is  ap¬ 
proved,  to  make  the  necessary  and  de¬ 
sirable  increases  in  the  acreages  for 
high-protein  wheat  so  that  the  American 
people  will  continue  to  have  adequate 
supplies  of  this  vital  product. 

(Mr.  D’EWART  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Budge]. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  note  in 
section  5  of  the  conference  report  a  gen¬ 
eral  discussion  of  price  supports  for  Irish 
potatoes.  I  also  note  that  the  language 
here  would  not  normally  be  construed  to 
encompass  price  supports  for  Irish  po¬ 
tatoes.  I  would  like  to  have  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Agricultural  Committee  ad¬ 
vise  me  whether  I  am  correct  in  assum¬ 
ing  that  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the 
committee  to  include  price  supports  for 
potatoes? 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  language  speaks  for 
itself,  it  does  provide  for  section  32  op¬ 
erations  as  far  as  Irish  potatoes  are  con¬ 
cerned.  In  other  words,  Irish  potatoes 
may  be  produced  under  the  section  32 


program  by  authority  of  this  legislation, 

Mr.  BUDGE.  But  it  is  not  the  inten¬ 
tion  to  place  Irish  potatoes  under  any 
support  program  other  than  by  the  use 
of  section  32  funds? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  BUDGE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
King], 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  true,  however,  that  the 
rider  attached  to  this  bill  puts  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  back  in  the  potato  business,  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  will  say  to  a  very  limited 
extent. 

Mr.  KING  of  Pennsylvania.  Only  18 
months  ago  the  potato  interests  that 
were  pushing  this  were  outspoken  in  op¬ 
position  to  any  form  of  Government  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  potato  business.  It  is 
significant,  if  you  watch  the  futures 
market,  that,  since  this  proposal  was 
made  and  they  figured  out  how  much 
the  Government  needed  to  put  into  the 
purchase  of  potatoes  for  the  starch  fac¬ 
tories,  the  speculators  on  the  market 
have  pushed  that  market  up  to  that  same 
extent,  probably  40  cents  a  barrel.  It  is 
quite  generous  of  this  Congress  to  give 
the  speculators  that  sort  of  a  break. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Let  me  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  potatoes  are  the  only  agricul¬ 
tural  commodity  not  included  under  the 
general  price  support  legislation.  They 
are  in  this  bill  in  a  very  limited  way. 
The  price  support  program  as  far  as  po¬ 
tatoes  are  concerned,  after  this  bill  is 
enacted,  will  be  a  very  minor  program 
and  will  be  less  than  the  support  of  any 
other  type  of  agricultural  commodity. 
In  fact,  they  stand  in  a  class  by  them¬ 
selves  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Arkansas. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Going  back  to  cotton- 
acreage  allocation,  as  I  understand  from 
reading  the  conference  report,  there  are 
alternate  formulas  to  be  used  in  the  ap¬ 
portionment  of  acreage  in  the  State? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  State  committee  then,  after  the  na¬ 
tional  allotment  has  been  made  to  the 
States,  may  determine  which  formula 
will  be  used? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Now,  that  being  true, 
one  State,  of  course,  could  have  one  for¬ 
mula  and  another  State  could  have  an¬ 
other,  meaning,  of  course,  that  the  State 
committees  could  make  a  determination 
which  formula  would  be  more  advan¬ 
tageous  to  that  State. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Well,  to  the  farms;  that 
is,  the  committee  would  have  the  latitude 
to  decide  which  formula  might  more 
nearly  fit  the  needs  of  the  cotton  farmers 
of  that  State. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  In  other  words,  the 
State  committee,  as  I  understand  from 
the  report,  may  determine  whether  or 
not  to  allocate  acreage  direct  to  the 
farms  or  to  follow  present  law  and  allo¬ 
cate  it  to  the  counties,  to  be  in  turn 
allocated  to  the  farms. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Well,  there  are  those  al¬ 
ternatives,  that  is  correct. 
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Mr.  HARRIS.  And  that  decision  can 
be  made  by  the  State  committee. 

_  Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Now,  there  is  a  provi¬ 
sion,  I  believe,  for  the  releasing  of  un¬ 
planted  acreage. 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Does  that  mean  that  a 
farmer  in  a  county  can  release  acres 
which  he  does  not  intend  to  plant  this 
year  back  to  the  county  committee  to  be 
reallocated  within  the  county? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  acres  are  released, 
does  the  farm  lose  that  acreage  for  fu¬ 
ture  consideration  or  does  the  farm  keep 
it? 

Mr.  HOPE.  It  does  not  lose  any  rights 
that  it  might  have  had  by  reason  of  ex¬ 
isting  law;  in  other  words,  it  has  the 
same  rights  whether  the  acreage  is  re¬ 
leased  or  not  as  far  as  future  years  are 
concerned. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  If  there  are  acres  re¬ 
leased  back  to  the  county  committee  to 
be  reallocated  which  cannot  be  used 
within  that  county,  do  I  understand  au¬ 
thority  is  given  to  let  such  unused  acres 
go  back  to  the  State  for  reallocation  to 
some  other  place  where  it  might  be  used? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  What  is  the  provision 
with  reference  to  the  releasing  of  un- 
alocated  acres  within  the  county  to  the 
State  to  be  allocated  somewhere  else? 
Would  you  explain  that  provision? 

Mr.  HOPE.  What  does  the  gentleman 
mean  by  “something  else”? 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Well,  for  instance,  un¬ 
der  present  law,  under  the  17,910,000 
allocation,  a  county,  for  instance,  gets  a 
certain  allotment  which  could  not  be 
allocated  within  that  county;  in  other 
words,  the  county  got  more  acreage  al¬ 
located  to  it  than  it  could  allocate  to 
farms  under  the  law.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  committee  has  adopted  a  provision 
that  such  acreage  could  go  back  to  the 
State? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Well,  there  is  this  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  legislation: 

Any  part  of  the  county  allotment  hereto¬ 
fore  established  for  the  1954  crop  which  was 
not  apportioned  to  farms  because  of  the 
limitation  contained  in  the  proviso  in  sub¬ 
section  (f)  (2)  of  this  section  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  to  the  State  committee  and  used  as 
provided  above  for  apportionment  of  unal¬ 
lotted  acreage  to  farms.  The  provisions  of 
this  subsection,  except  paragraph  (2),  shall 
not  apply  to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered 
by  section  347  of  this  act. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  That  was  the  provision 
that  I  had  reference  to,  and  I  asked  the 
question  for  explanation.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

“  Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 

Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Is  it  not 
true  that  this  bill  actually  provides  for 
a  greater  reduction  in  national  acreage 
than  the  legislation  we  passed  last  year? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  ex¬ 
tend  my  remarks  at  this  point  in  the 
Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 


There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HAGEN  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  cotton  legislation  has  my 
reluctant  support.  It  has  my  support 
because  of  the  fact  it  goes  as  far,  in  terms 
of  increasing  national  acreage,  as  we 
can  rationally  go  to  relieve  cotton  farm¬ 
ers  beltwide  without  identifying  them 
by  size  or  type  of  operation.  Moreover, 
it  is  a  partial  answer  to  the  inequity 
which  present  application  of  the  5-year 
base  period  for  allocations  among  States 
imposes  upon  California.  The  fact  that 
it  is  only  a  partial  answer  to  the  Cali¬ 
fornia  problem  reflects  the  relative  nu¬ 
merical  voting  strength  of  Western  State 
Congressmen  and  Senators  on  the  two 
Agricultural  Committees  as  compared  to 
the  numerical  representation  from  other 
cotton  areas.  Faced  with  the  hard  fact 
of  this  disparity  of  representation  on 
important  committees,  we  compromised. 

I  am  most  disturbed  about  those  as¬ 
pects  of  the  bill  which  relate  to  intra¬ 
state  allocations  among  counties  and 
farmers. 

The  bill  establishes  alternate  methods 
of  intrastate  distribution.  The  State 
committee  can  assume  the  function  of 
distributing  acres  directly  to  farms  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  formula  which  is  basically 
a  farm  history  concept,  or  it  can  distrib¬ 
ute  acreages  to  counties  for  distribution 
by  county  committees  according  to  the 
same  formula  or  by  the  use  of  the  crop¬ 
land  concept  which  governed  previous 
allocation. 

In  applying  the  65-40  history  formula, 
the  proposed  law  reintroduces  the  once 
discarded  concept  of  cropland  .to  estab¬ 
lish  a  ceiling  on  individual  farm  grants 
to  50  percent  of  cropland.  This  limita¬ 
tion  is  of  no  significance  in  increasing 
or  decreasing  any  State’s  acreage,  but  it 
can  have  important  effects,  insofar  as 
the  individual  farm  is  concerned.  In  my 
opinion,  it  will  operate  in  California  to 
the  disadvantage  of  the  typical  medium 
or  small  cotton  farmer  who  purely,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  necessities  of  capital  invest¬ 
ment  in  California  in  water,  land  im¬ 
provement,  and  equipment,  must  get 
both  feet  wet  in  cotton,  so  to  speak,  if  he 
farms  cotton  at  all.  Larger  growers  are 
more  diversified,  not  because  they  are 
better  farmers,  but  because  they  do  not 
need  each  year’s  income  for  food  and 
clothing  and  debt  retirement  and  can 
afford  to  speculate  with  other  more  po¬ 
tentially  remunerative  crops  with  some 
of  their  acreages. 

The  injury  of  the  reassertion  of  the 
cropland  concept  in  this  limitation  fea¬ 
ture  is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  a 
new  definition  of  cropland  is  adopted 
which  permits,  I  am  informed,  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  some  but  not  all  of  acres  ex¬ 
cluded  under  existing  law.  This  reported 
uneven  repeal  of  the  formula  for  ad¬ 
justing  cropland  will  penalize  small  and 
medium  growers  in  my  area  by  reason  of 
differential  treatment  of  orchard  and 
vineyard  as  compared  to  lands  which  are 
nonirrigable  or  planted  to  other  support 
program  crops. 

I  also  feel  that  the  law  proposed  is  not 
adequate  in  defining  the  basis  on  which 
unallotted  acres  will  be  distributed 
among  counties  in  the  event  the  State 
adopts  the  direct  State-to-farm  method 
of  distribution  until  the  65-40  percent 
requirements  are  met.  Such  distribution 


should  be  on  a  formula  closely  equiva¬ 
lent  to  the  5 -year  acreage  history.  The 
law  can  be  so  interpreted,  but  I  would 
prefer  that  such  interpretation  be  spelled 
out.  Moreover,  the  alternative  method 
of  State  breakdown  to  counties  initially 
for  farm  distribution  should  be  applied 
to  allocate  among  counties  strictly  on  the 
basis  of  the  basic  5-year  calculation. 
The  language  in  the  bill  indicates  that 
such  application  would  be  permitted,  but 
the  language  is  somewhat  loose. 

I  am  alerting  my  growers  to  insist 
upon  these  interpretations,  and  I  am 
urging  them  to  collect  the  necessary  data 
to  determine  their  position  on  the  vari¬ 
ous  acts  of  discretion  permitted  the 
State  and  county  committees,  to  wit,  dis¬ 
tribution  from  State  to  farm  versus 
State  to  county,  distribution  by  county 
according  to  history  versus  distribution 
according  to  cropland. 

Finally  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  think 
the  Farm  Bureau  and  Western  Cotton 
Growers  Association  did  an  excellent  job 
in  securing  resolution  of  the  differences 
of  opinion  existing  among  cotton  area 
representatives  as  to  a  proper  distribu¬ 
tion  of  added  acreages  among  States.  It 
was  indicated  that  no  legislation  could 
be  secured  without  beltwide  agreement 
on  that  subject,  and  a  compromise 
agreement  was  reached  on  that  phase 
of  the  problem  with  the  active  coopera¬ 
tion  of  these  organizations. 

The  committees  of  the  Congress  are 
to  be  congratulated  for  their  untiring  ef¬ 
forts  to  arrive  at  legislation  relating  to 
the  1954  crop  in  a  situation  of  urgency 
created  by  the  proximity  of  the  planting 
season.  No  better  testimonial  could  be 
secured  for  the  diligence  of  Congress  in 
support  of  an  argument  that  most  of 
its  Members  are  overworked  and  under¬ 
paid. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Speaker,  while 
this  is  a  bill  which  has  to  do  with  support 
prices,  that  part  to  which  I  address  my¬ 
self,  having  to  do  with  cotton,  is  essen¬ 
tially  a  redistribution  of  acreage  inside 
the  industry  itself,  and  this  bill  is,  in 
the  opinion  of  those  of  us  living  in  the 
area  into  which  cotton  has  moved,  a 
great  improvement  over  the  original  bill. 

We  think  it  unfortunate  that  the  con¬ 
ference  felt  it  necessary  to  write  in  the 
prohibition  which  appears  as  the  top 
sentence  on  page  2  of  the  conference  re¬ 
port — actually  beginning  briefly  on  page 
1 — but  we  are  not  constrained  to  make 
an  isstue  of  this.  We  can  only  point  out 
that  whenever  an  attempt  is  made  to 
protect,  or  to  force  monopolies  by  legisla¬ 
tion,  it  is  the  commodity  itself  which 
suffers  eventually,  as  cotton  will  suffer 
from  the  development  of  synthetics  if 
the  unwillingness  persists,  in  refusing  to 
recognize  the  same  trend  in  cotton, 
which  has,  in  reverse,  worked  to  the 
benefit  of  the  South,  in  other  commod¬ 
ities. 

On  behalf  of  the  cotton  growers  of  the 
area  I  represent,  I  thank  the  members  of 
the  committee  and  of  the  conference, 
for  an  improved  bill.  I  refer  to  the  cot¬ 
ton  sections. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Georgia.  It  is  true 
that  the  Federal  Government  on  loans 
to  cotton  has  not  lost  any  money  over 
a  period  of  20  years? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  want 
to  ask  one  question  on  a  subject  which 
the  gentleman  has  partially  covered,  but 
my  people  are  very  much  concerned 
about  it.  What  is  the  largest  amount  of 
acreage  reduction  any  one  farmer  can  be 
compelled  to  take  under  the  arrange¬ 
ment  presently  agreed  to? 

Mr.  HOPE.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
law  itself  that  would  enable  me  to  an¬ 
swer  that  question  directly,  but  the 
grower  is  entitled  to  an  allotment  equal 
to  the  larger  of  65  percent  of  the  aver¬ 
age  acreage  for  the  p seceding  3  years 
or  40  percent  of  the  highest  acreage 
planted  in  any  one  of  these  3  years. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  He  can¬ 
not  be  compelled  to  take  less  than  that? 

Mr.  HOPE.  No.  I  should  say  to  the 
gentleman  there  are  four  States  where 
the  State  allotment  they  will  receive  will 
probably  not  enable  them  to  carry  out 
that  provision  in  full,  but  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  State  is  not  one  of  them. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  May  I 
ask  the  gentleman  this  question  then: 
Does  the  gentleman  think  that  under 
this  arrangement  every  farmer  will  have 
a  reasonable  chance  to  get  an  adequate 
cotton  acreage  for  the  current  year? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  depends  on  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  definition  of  “adequate,”  but  I 
think  I  can  say  that  it  does  give  him  an 
opportunity  to  get  a  reasonable  cotton 
acreage,  taking  into  account  the  need  for 
acreage  reduction. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  May  I  say  that 
this  bill  is  not  as  good  as  we  would  like 
to  have  it,  but  it  is  much  better  than  the 
Senate  bill  and  it  is  better  than  the 
House  bill  was  last  fall  for  all  cotton 
areas  concerned.  I  do  think  more  con¬ 


sideration  should  be  given  to  climatic 
conditions,  green  bugs,  boll  weevils,  hail, 
and  diversification.  We  should  give 
some  consideration  to  working  out  our 
surplus— working  out  some  kind  of  trade. 
There  should  be  more  consideration  of 
family  sized  farms  and  there  should  be 
more  local  control.  We  should  consider 
the  planted  acreage  rather  than  the  har¬ 
vested  acreage. 

I  should  like  to  offer  congratulations 
to  Mr.  Hope,  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Abernethy, 
Mr.  Poage,  Mr.  Gathings,  Mr.  Albert 
Mr.  Belcher,  and  the  two  Oklahoma 
Senators.  I  do  think  we  ought  to  be 
sure  that  the  reapportionment  may  be 
made  at  any  time  prior  to  the  end  of  the 
planting  season.  Will  that  be  the  case? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WICKERSHAM.  I  thank  the 
gentleman  very  much. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 


1  yield  to  the  gentleman 

from  Texas. 


Mr.  MAHON.  May  I  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas,  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  if  he  feels  that  this  bill,  to¬ 
gether  with  existing  law,  will  enable  the 
Department  in  making  allotments  to  give 
reasonably  adequate  consideration  to 
people  in  the  drought  area  who  were 
unable  to  plant  their  cotton  on  account 
of  drought  conditions. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  think  so.  It  was  cer¬ 
tainly  the  intention  of  the  committee 
that  that  should  be  done.  * 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  agree  that  perhaps  the  aver¬ 
age  farmer  feels  that  the  total  number 
of  acres  by  which  the  national  allotment 
is  increased  in  this  bill  is  reasonably 
satisfactory.  The  real  problemf  will 
come  in  the  administration  and  the  dis¬ 
tribution  of  those  acres.  Does  the 
gentleman  think  that  is  correct? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  think  that  is  true;  yes. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  committee  recog¬ 
nizes,  of  course,  that  this  bill  will  disap¬ 
point  large  numbers  of  cotton  producers 
because  many  producers  will  have  little 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  distri¬ 
bution  of  additional  acres.  Many  px-o- 
ducers,  of  course,  will  be  pleased.  I  have 
studied  the  new  bill  carefully  and  I  think 
I  can  see  the  weaknesses  as  well  as  the 
good  points  in  this  measure.  It  seems  to 
me  a  lot  of  difficulties  and  misunder¬ 
standings  will  arise.  The  committee,  of 
course,  has  had  a  difficult  problem.  Un¬ 
der  the  circumstances  is  this  the  best 
that  the  Committee  could  work  out  in 
conference  on  this  bill? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  always  hesitate  to  say 
that  what  we  have  done  is  the  best,  but 
I  feel  I  am  justified  in  saying  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  conference  committee 
did  what  I  believe  was  a  reasonably  good 
job  in  dealing  with  the  situation  con¬ 
fronting  us.  Of  course,  we  could  not  do 
what  many  Members  would  like  to  have 
seen  done. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  We  all  realize  that  this 
bill  represents  a  compromise  of  conflict¬ 
ing  interests  in  20  States  which  produce . 
cotton.  There  is  one  question  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  chairman.  The  bill  which 
passed  the  House  last  July  pi-ovided  ap¬ 
proximately  991,000  acres  for  California, 
which  represented  a  reduction  of  27  V2 
percent  below  what  was  grown  in  1952. 
The  bill  which  passed  the  Senate  pro¬ 
vided  approximately  936,000  acres  which 
was  a  reduction  of  34  percent.  But  in 
neither  of  the  bills  was  there  any  restric¬ 
tion  as  far  as  history  up  to  the  total 
amount  provided.  But  in  reading  the 
conference  report,  I  note  a  number  of 
new  additions  but  one  in  particular  to 
which  I  would  like  to  call  your  attention 
is  the  sentence  beginning  at  the  bottom 
of  page  1  running  over  to  the  top  of 
page  2 : 

The  additional  acreage  made  available  to 
the  States  under  clause  (B)  of  the  preced¬ 
ing  sentence  shall  not  be  taken  into  account 
in  establishing  future  State  acreage  allot¬ 
ments. 

Does  that  mean  that  the  22,879  acres 
allotted  to  the  State  of  California  under 
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that  particular  clause  are  not  to  be 
counted  as  history  in  the  future? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUNTER.  I  personally  object  to 
that,  but,  as  I  pointed  out,  this  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  compromise.  But  it  points  out 
the  fundamental  fact  that  this  program 
in  general  does  not  recognize  trends  and 
the  fact  that  in  California  and  Arizona, 
where  there  has  been  a  tremendous 
growth  in  population  and  an  increase 
in  land  use,  more  cotton  has  been  pro¬ 
duced  and  it  tends  to  freeze  the  geo¬ 
graphical  pattern  of  planting  as  it  has 
existed  in  the  past. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  May  I  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Kansas  if  it  is  not 
true  that  in  the  last  year  in  which  there 
was  cotton-acreage  allotment  in  1950 
that  there  was  a  large  surplus  of  cotton 
being  carried  over,  as  we  have  heard 
today,  and  that  many  people  were  wor¬ 
ried  about  this  large  surplus  of  cotton? 
Is  that  not  the  case? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  is  true;  yes. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Is  it  not 
tnie  that  by  the  end  of  that  planting 
season  with  the  crop  that  was  made, 
there  was  actually  a  cotton  shortage  and 
it  was  necessary  to  impose  export  quotas 
on  cotton? 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  that  is  correct.  Of 
course,  it  simply  illustrates  the  fact  that 
none  of  us  can  anticipate  what  nature 
will  do  in  a  situation  of  this  kind.  All 
we  can  do  is  to  enact  legislation  to  make 
these  allocations  and  allotments  on  what 
we  think  is  a  sound  basis. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  In  other 
words,  adjustments  like  this  are  cen- 
tainly  not  immoral — they  do  not  com¬ 
promise  the  basic  fact  at  all  and  these 
adjustments  must  be  made  because  no 
mathematical  formula  is  possible  to 
really  figure  these  things  out. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Yes;  that  is  true. 

Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas  and  his  committee 
for  the  work  they  have  done  on  this 
very  difficult  problem.  I  agree  with  him 
that  there  are  certain  parts  of  this 
which  are  compromises,  and  probably  do 
not  please  everybody,  but  by  and  large, 
I  think,  they  have  done  a  very  fine  job 
and  I  compliment  the  gentleman  and 
his  committee. 

(Mr.  RHODES  of  Arizona  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Arizona. 

Mr.  BATTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  BATTLE.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  farm¬ 
ers  in  Alabama  are  ready  to  plant  their 
cf-op.  Some  immediate  action  is  neces¬ 
sary.  This  conference  report  is  a  long 
way  from  what  many  of  us  want  and 
need,  but  since  it  does  represent  the  best 
possible  solution  we  can  get  at  this  time, 

I  want  to  add  my  endorsement  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  legislation.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 
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Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BERRY.  May  I  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  a  question  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  section  4,  subsection  (e),  and 
the  durum  allotment?  Can  this  allot¬ 
ment  only  be  extended  to  farmers  who 
produced  durum  wheat  during  the  past 
3  years?  Does  it  only  apply  where  wheat 
has  been  produced? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  was  the  intention  of 
the  committee,  that  it  would  apply  only 
to  farms  which  had  been  producing 
durum  wheat.  Of  course,  any  farmer 
who  has  a  wheat  allotment  can  put  all 
of  his  allotted  acreage  into  durum 
whether  he  has  grown  it  before  or  not. 
I  think  there  may  be  a  considerable  shift 
to  durum,  due  to  the  great  advantage 
as  far  as  price  is  concerned  at  this  time. 
But  the  provision  in  the  law  itself  con¬ 
templates  only  that  these  allotments  for 
durum  wheat  will  be  made  only  on  farms 
where  durum  has  been  grown  sometime 
during  the  last  3  years. 

Mr.  BERRY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks  at  this 
point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  present 
for  appropriate  reference,  and  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record,  a  resolution  adopted  by  the 
South  Dakota  Federation  of  Post  Office 
Clerks,  relating  to  salary  increases  for 
postal  clerks: 

Resolution  Adopted  at  Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak., 
September  13,  1953 

Whereas  there  was  held  In  Lake  Andes,  S. 
Dak.,  a  meeting  composed  of  post  office  clerks 
from  the  States  of  South  Dakota,  Nebraska, 
Iowa,  and  North  Dakota  for  the  purpose  of 
reviewing  some  favorable  legislation  in  the 
2d  session  of  the  83d  Congress;  and 

Whereas  it  is  a  known  fact  that  the  cost  of 
living  has  increased  considerably  in  the  past 
3  years  causing  a  hardship  on  people  living 
on  a  fixed  salary  or  income:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved ,  That  we  go  on  record  in  favor  of 
a  salary  increase  of  $800  for  postal  employees 
to  offset  the*  present  increased  living  costs, 
merit  promotion  in  the  postal  service  and 
union  recognition,  legislation  now  pending 
in  the  Congress;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  Senators  and  Representatives  of  South 
Dakota,  Nebraska,  .Iowa,  and  North  Dakota 
with  a  request  that  they  urge  the  Congress 
to  hold  early  and  favorable  hearings  on  the 
above-named  legislation  so  that  it  may  be 
enacted  at  an  early  date  and  it  is  also  re¬ 
quested  that  this  resolution  be  printed  in 
the  Congressional  Record. 

Marvin  r.  Keck,  President. 

George  L.  Clark,  Secretary. 

Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak.,  September  13,  1953. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  all  Members  may  re¬ 
vise  and  extend  their  remarks  on  the 
conference  report  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Kan¬ 
sas? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the 
previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  the 
Speaker  announced  the  ayes  appeared  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  HESELTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present,  and  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  will  count. 
[After  counting.]  Two  hundred  and 
nineteen  Members  are  present;  a 
quorum. 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


RESIGNATION  FROM  COMMITTEE 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  communi¬ 
cation: 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

January  21,  1954. 
Hon.  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr., 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  herewith  submit  my 
resignation  from  the  House  Government 
Operations  Committee. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am 
Sincerely  yours, 

Richard  H.  Pofp. 

Copy  to  Hon.  Charles  A.  Halleck. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  lays  be¬ 
fore  the  House  the  following  communi¬ 
cation  : 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

January  20,  1954. 
Hon.  Joseph  W.  Martin,  Jr., 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  I  herewith  tender  my 
resignation  as  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  House  Administration  to  be  effective  as 
of  this  date. 

Sincerely, 

William  K.  Van  Pelt, 

Member  of  Congress. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  resignation  is  accepted. 

There  was  no  objection. 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  TO  STAND¬ 
ING  COMMITTEES 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  resolution  (H.  Res.  412),  which  I  send 
to  the  desk  and  ask  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  following-named  Mem¬ 
bers  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  elected  members 
of  the  following  standing  committees  of  the 
House  of  Representatives: 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency: 
William  K.  Van  Pelt,  of  Wisconsin. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Richard  H. 
Pofp,  of  Virginia. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations: 
Glenard  P.  Lipscomb,  of  California. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


COMMEMORATING  COINS  OF  THE 
SESQUICENTENNIAL  OF  THE  LOU¬ 
ISIANA  PURCHASE 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
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to  take  from  the  Speaker’s  table  the  bill, 
H.  R.  1917,  an  act  to  authorize  the  coin¬ 
age  of  50-cent  pieces  to  commemorate 
the  sesquicentennial  of  the  Louisiana, 
Purchase,  with  Senate  amendments 
thereto,  and  agree  to  the  Senate 
amendments. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments,  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  7,  strike  out  all  after  “Sec.  3.” 
down  to  and  including  line  13  and  insert 
“Such  coins  shall  be  disposed  of  at  par  by 
banks  or  trust  companies  selected  by  the 
Louisiana  Purchase  One  Hundred  and 
Fiftieth  Anniversary  Association,  or  the 
Missouri  Historical  Society.” 

Page  2,  line  24,  strike  out  “1953”  and  in¬ 
sert  “1954.” 

Page  3,  line  16,  strike  out  all  after  "here¬ 
of”  down  to  and  including  “sesquicenten¬ 
nial”  in  line  18. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  from  Michigan  a  ques¬ 
tion.  Does  this  mean  that  we  will  have 
a  chance  of  getting  commemorative 
coins  to  commemorate  the  anniversary 
of  the  founding  of  the  city  of  New  York 
as  well? 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  If  the  gentleman 
will  be  patient  for  about  3  minutes,  I 
will  answer  that  question  by  action  in¬ 
stead  of  words. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr.  Wolcott]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendments  were  agreed 
to,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid 
on  the  table. 


COMMEMORATION  OF  TERCENTEN¬ 
NIAL  CELEBRATION  OF  THE 

FOUNDING  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

NORTHAMPTON,  MASS. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  immediate  consideration  of  the 
bill  (S.  987)  to  authorize  the  coinage  of 
50-cent  pieces  in  commemoration  of  the 
tercentennial  celebration  of  the  found¬ 
ing  of  the  city  of  Northampton,  Mass., 
and  ask  for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  In  commemora¬ 
tion  of  the  tercentennial  celebration  of  the 
founding  of  the  city  of  Northampton,  Mass., 
to  be  held  in  June  1954,  there  shall  be  coined 
not  to  exceed  1  million  silver  50-cent  pieces 
of  standard  size,  weight,  and  composition, 
and  of  a  special  appropriate  design  to  be  fixed 
by  the  Director  of  the  Mint,  with  the  approval 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury;  but  the  United 
States  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  expense  of 
making  the  necessary  dies  and  other  prepara¬ 
tions  for  such  coinage:  Provided,  That  the 
intial  number  of  such  pieces  coined  shall  not 
be  less  than  100,000. 

Sec.  2.  The  coins  herein  authorized  shall 
bear  the  date  1954,  shall  be  legal  tender  to 
the  amount  of  their  face  value,  and  shall  be 
issued  only  upon  the  request  of  the  city  of 
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Northampton,  Mass.,  or  Its  duly  authorized 
agent,  upon  the  payment  by  it  of  the  par 
value  of  such  coins.  Such  coins  may  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  at  par  or  at  a  premium,  and  the  net 
proceeds  from  the  disposition  of  such  coins 
shall  be  used  for  such  purposes  related  to  the 
observance  of  such  tercentennial  celebration 
as  the  city  of  Northampton,  Mass.,  shall 
direct. 

Sec.  3.  All  laws  now  in  force  relating  to  the 
subsidiary  silver  coi-us  of  the  United  States 
and  the  coining  or  striking  of  the  same,  regu¬ 
lating  and  guarding  the  processes  of  coinage, 
providing  for  the  purchase  of  material,  and 
for  the  transportation,  distribution,  and  re¬ 
demption  of  coins,  for  the  prevention  of  de¬ 
basement  or  counterfeiting,  for  the  security 
of  the  coins,  or  for  any  other  purpose, 
whether  such  laws  are  penal  or  otherwise, 
shall  so  ar  as  applicable  apply  to  the  coinage 
herein  authorized. 

Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wolcott: 
Change  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  first 
sentence  of  section  2  to  a  colon,  and  add  the 
following:  "Provided,  That  none  of  such 
coins  shall  be  issued  after  the  expiration  of 
the  2-year  period  immediately  following  the 
enactment  of  this  act.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


CELEBRATION  TO  COMMEMORATE 
THE  TERCENTENNIAL  OP  THE 
FOUNDING  OP  THE  CITY  OF  NEW 
YORK 


Mr.  WOLCOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  the  immediate  consideration  of  the 
bill  (S.  2474)  to  authorize  the  coinage 
of  50-cent  pieces  to  commemorate  the 
tercentennial  of  the  foundation  of  the 
city  of  New  York. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  present  consideration  of  the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Clerk 
read  the  bill,  as  follows: 


Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  to  commemorate 
the  300th  anniversary  of  the  foundation  of 
the  city  of  New  York,  there  shall  be  coined 
by  the  Director  of  the  Mint  not  to  exceed 
5  million  silver  50-cent  pieces  of  standard 
size,  weight,  and  fineness  and  of  a  special 
appropriate  design  to  be  fixed  by  the  Director 
of  the  Mint,  with  the  approval  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Treasury:  Provided,  That  the 
initial  number  of  such  pieces  shall  not  be 
less  than  200,000:  Provided,  That  the  United 
States  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  expense 
of  making  the  models  for  master  dies  or 
other  preparations  for  this  coinage. 

Sec.  2.  The  coin's  herein  authorized  shall 
be  issued  at  par,  and  only  upon  the  request 
of  the  Committee  for  New  York  City's  300th 
Anniversary  Celebration. 

Sec.  3.  Such  coins  may  be  disposed  of  at 
par  or  at  a  premium  by  banks  or  trust  com¬ 
panies  selected  by  the  Committee  for  New 
York  City’s  300th  Anniversary  Celebration, 
and  all  proceeds  therefrom  shall  be  used 
for  the  purposes  of  such  committee  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  observance  of  said  tercen- 


Sec.  4.  All  laws  now  In  force  relating 
the  subsidiary  silver  coins  of  the  Unit 
States  and  the  coining  or  striking  of  t 
same;  regulating  and  guarding  the  process 
coinage;  providing  for  the  purchase  of  n: 


terial,  and  for  the  transportation,  distribu¬ 
tion,  and  redemption  of  the  coins;  for  the 
prevention  of  debasement  or  counterfeiting; 
for  security  of  the  coin;  or  for  any  other 
purposes,  whether  said  laws  are  penal  or 
otherwise,  shall,  so  far  as  aplicable,  apply 
to  the  coinage  herein  directed. 

Sec.  5.  The  coins  authorized  herein  shall 
be  issued  in  such  numbers,  and  at  such  times 
as  shall  be  requested  by  the  Committee  for 
New  York  City’s  300th  Anniversary  Celebra¬ 
tion  and  upon  payment  to  the  United  States 
of  the  face  value  of  such  coins:  Provided. 
That  none  of  such  coins  shall  be  issued  after 
the  expiration  of  the  2-year  period  immedi¬ 
ately  following  the  enactment  of  this  act. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  MULTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  permit 
me  to  take  a  few  moments  to  urge  the 
enactment  of  this  bill  S.  2474,  calling  for 
the  minting  of  a  coin  to  commemorate 
the  tercentennial  of  the  foundation  of 
the  city  of  New  York. 

In  the  other  body  where  it  received 
unanimous  approval,  it  was  cosponsored 
by  the  distinguished  gentlemen  from 
New  York,  Senators  Ives  and  Lehman. 

It  is  identical  with  my  bill,  H.  R.  5921, 
which  was  cosponsored  here  by  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleagues  from  New  York 
City,  Representatives  Holtzman,  De¬ 
laney,  Heller,  Keogh,  Kelly,  Celler, 
Dorn,  Rooney,  Powell,  Coudert,  Dono¬ 
van,  Klein,  Roosevelt,  Javits,  Fine, 
Dollinger,  Buckley,  Fino,  and  Ray.  It 
has  had  the  support  of  our  good  friend, 
the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  House 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Wol¬ 
cott]  and  his  fellow  members  of  that 
committee.  We  are  indebted  to  all  of 
them  for  their  wholehearted  cooperation. 

I  am  sure  that  this  House  will  agree 
that  this  is  a  fitting  tribute  to  the  great 
city  of  New  York  on  the  part  of  the 
American  people. 

Three  hundred  years  ago  this  commu¬ 
nity  was  brought  into  being  as  a  trading 
post  on  the  North  American  continent. 
It  soon  became  the  provincial  capital 
of  the  New  Netherlands. 

It  later  served  as  the  national  capital 
of  the  United  States  of  America  and  as 
the  capital  of  the  State  of  New  York. 
Today  it  is  the  capital  city  of  the  world. 

I  do  not  intend  to  take  the  time  of  the 
House  by  at  this  time  recounting  the 
many  chapters  in  the  great  story  of  the 
city  of  New  York.  Every  American  is 
thoroughly  familiar  with  that  history, 
with  the  rise  of  business,  industry,  and 
trade  that  go  to  make  up  a  part  of  the 
city  and  certainly,  they  are  thoroughly 
familiar  with  the  cultural  institutions 
and  the  civic  and  charitable  endeavors 
that  make  it  not  only  a  great  city,  but 
a  city  with  a  great  heart. 

When  Peter  Stuyvesant  and  his  coun¬ 
cil  in  1653  proclaimed  a  grant  of  mu¬ 
nicipal  government,  placing  city  af¬ 
fairs  in  charge  of  two  burgomasters — 
mayors — five  schepens — councilmen— 
and  a  schout — prosecutor — western  de¬ 
mocracy  was  born  in  America,  because 
this  municipal  council  was  the  first 
democratic  institution  on  this  continent. 

The  international  significance  of  the 
event  is  emphasized  by  the  fact  that  the 
United  Nations  capital  was  erected  on 


land  made  available  for  that  purpose  by 
our  city. 

Another  interesting  but  little  known 
item  in  our  history  is  that  a  Dutch 
farmer  by  the  name  of  Klaes  Martensen 
van  Roosevelt  entered  this  great  country 
in  1650  through  what  has  since  become 
the  greatest  seaport  in  the  world,  New 
York  Harbor.  He  little  dreamed  that  he 
was  destined  to  be  the  common  ances¬ 
tor  of  seven  Presidents  of  the  United 
States — James  Madison,  Martin  Van 
Buren,  Zachary  Taylor,  Ulysses  S.  Grant, 
William  H.  Taft,  Theodore  Roosevelt, 
and  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt. 

To  take  a  place  alongside  its  great 
institutions  of  learning,  this  year  the 
city  will  bring  into  being  the  first  new 
medical  college  to  be  organized  in  this 
country  in  more  than  25  years,  the 
Albert  Einstein  Medical  College.  That 
could  never  have  been  accomplished  ex¬ 
cept  for  the  cooperation  and  financial 
support  of  our  great  municipality. 

The  entire  Nation,  by  enactment  of 
this  bill,  joins  in  this  splendid  historical 
celebration  of  what  was  in  turn  a  Dutch 
city,  a  British  city,  and  finally  an  Ameri¬ 
can  city  holding  high  for  all  the  world 
to  see,  the  beaming  light  of  liberty. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
thank  the  gentleman;  and  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  revise  and  extend  my  re¬ 
marks  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

[Mr.  JAVITS  addressed  the  House. 
His  remarks  will  appear  hereafter  in  the 
Appendix.] 


AMENDMENTS  TO  TITLE  V  OF  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT 

(Mr.  REED  of  New  York,  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  address  the 
House  for  1  minute  and  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks  and  include  a  summary 
of  the  bill  incorporating  the  President’s 
recommendations  for  amendments  to 
title  V  of  the  Social  Security  Act.) 

Mr.  REED  of  New  York.  Mr.  Speaker, 
last  Monday  the  President  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  his  recommendations  to 
improve  the  health  of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  Those  proposals  included  a  recom¬ 
mendation  for  a  simplified  formula  for 
grants-in-aid  dealing  with  health,  child 
welfare,  and  rehabilitation  of  the  dis¬ 
abled. 

I  am  introducing  immediately  a  bill 
which  embodies  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendations  with  respect  to  the  three 
grants  for  maternal  and  child  health, 
crippled  children’s,  and  child  welfare 
services  now  authorized  under  title  V  of 
the  Social  Security  Act.  This  bill  permits 
the  States  to  use  greater  initiative  and 
take  more  responsibility  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  their  program  for  these 
services. 

As  recommended  by  the  President,  the 
States  are  aided  in  inverse  proportion 
to  their  financial  capacity.  They  are  also 
helped  in  proportion  to  their  child  popu¬ 
lation  to  extend  and  improve  children’s 
services  for  health  and  welfare  provided 
by  the  grants-in-aid  program.  Finally, 
a  portion  of  Federal  funds  is  set  aside  for 
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1.  PRESIDENT’S  BUDGET.  Received  the  President's  Budget  message  (H.  Doc.  264)  (pp* 
595-6). 

2..  COTTON  ALLOTMENTS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.R.  6665,  establishing 
cotton  acreage  allotments  for  1954,  authorizing  purchase  of  Irish  potatoes 
with  section  32  funds,  and  permitting  the  Secretary  to  allot  additional  acreage 
for  special  wheat  types  in  short  supply  (pp.  601-3).  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President. 


3.  REPORTS.  Received  the  following  annual  and  special  reports  (p.  596): 
Operations  of  REA  ■ 

Export  control  operations 

On  retirement  provisions  for  Federal  personnel,  pursuant  to  Public  Law  555, 
82nd  Cong. 


4*  WOOL.  Agreed  to  committee  amendments  to  S.  2313,  to  amend  the  CommQdity  Exchange 
Act  so  as  to  include  rrool  among  the  commodities  regulated,  and’ then  passed  over 
,  this  bill  (pp.  603-4) . 

5.  FORESTRY.  Passed  as  reported  S,  1399,  authorizing  sale  of  certain  improvements 
on  Forest  Service  land  in  Ariz.  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users  Assn.  (p6 

6o4). 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  1577,  authorizing  the  exchange  ■ 

of  Forest  Service  lands  in  Eagle  County,  Colo.  (pp.  6o4-5)» 


6.  MEAT  PACKERS.  Disoussed  and,  at  the  request  of  Butler  (Md.),  passed  over  S.  2404, 

authorizing  the  Secretary  to  require  reasonable  bonds  from  meat  packers  (p.  605). 

7.  ANIMAL  DISEASES.  Passed  a.s  reported  S.  2583,  authorizing  payment  of  indemnities 

to  owners  of  swine  destroyed  during  July  1952  because  of  being  infected  with  or 
exposed  to  vesicular  exanthema.  (This  bill  affects  only  Oregon)  (pp.  605-6. ) 
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6.  TREATIES.  Sen.  riley  spoke  opposing  S.  J.  Res.  1,  the  Bricker  amendment  to  re- 
s  -net  the  President's  treaty  poxver,  and  inserted  communications  opposing  this 
measure  (pp.  629-45,  600-1).  ^  6 

Sen0  Bricker  spoke  in  favor  of  S.  J.  Res.  1  (pp.  6o6-l6). 

9.  STATEHOOD.  Ben.  Anderson  inserted  President  Eisenhower's  statement  favoring 
statehood  for  Hawaii  and  Alaska  (p.  603).  S 

10.  BANKING  AND  CURRENCY.  The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  reported  without 

arnendi  ent  S.  Res.  182,  to  investigate  problems  relating  to  economic  stabiliza- 

• . ^1°n4.aj  f?  1  lzaLiori»  banking  policies,  etc.,  and  with  amendment  S.  Res.  183 

. °Perfi°ns  ^e  Export-Import  Bank  and  the  International  Bank  for 

Reconstruction  and  Development  (s«  Repts.  867,  873)  (p.  596). 

Hi  RECESSED  until  Mon.,  Jan 3  25 -(p. -645). 

’  •  ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX  •  .  .  . 

>  . 

^.•FARM  PROBLEMS .  Sen.  Thye  inserted  a- constituent  »s  letter  outlining  and  discus- 

fimg  some  of  the  problems • confronting  farmers  and  criticizing  Secretary  Benson' 
•recommendations  (pp.  A472-3),  •  b  «enson  o 

*  »  '  *  1 

1?'  FfAT°ES-  A6?1  faM'ar!  inserted  excerpts  from  his  weekly  letters  during  the 

ProgrS  °nS  8ntitl0d'  ”Fa™  BepreeSi0n'’  “d  "A2i  Cattle 

11.  TREATIES.  Rep.  Smith  inserted  Raymond  Holey's  recent  Newsweek  article  favoring 
S76-9)!  Bri“er  amendment  to  restrict  the  President's  treaty  power  (pp. 

amendment  *  8~  Y°rk  «—  9dit°rlal  •»••*««  this  proposed 

15.  PERSOKHEL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Teague  stating  that  "the  administration 
and  particularly  the  Justice  Department,  has  made  a  continuous  assault  on  the  ’ 
Veterans'  Preference  Act,"  and  criticising  the  attempt  to  place  a  “der  on  the 

P?  mer‘t  appropriation  bills  which  would  give  authority  to  "terminate  the 
employment  of  any  officer  or  employee"  (p.  Al79). 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

^uaf^fV  '  Bbi^]<ITS*  s*  27°2,  by  Sen.  Griswold,  to  enable  T.'orld  Mar  II  veterans  to 

Forces;  to  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  (p.  597).  ***** 

17’  Lis s u e ^r u  1  e s * •=  nd l**'  P°tter ’  to  authorize  the  Federal  Trade  Commission  to 
fibers-  to  IntP-^t^1^0^  f°r  labellnS  certain  fabrics  containing  synthetic 
TvTWj).  ntSiStateand  ForeiSn  Commerce  Committee  (p.  597).  Remark's  of  author 

18 *  FISHERIES-  S.  2802,  by  Sen.  Saltonstall  (for  himself  and  others)  to  further 

-  -^tmmeroe 
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with  our  free-world  allies  if  we  are  to  find 
security  against  the  Communist  threat. 
That  is  not  the  way  the  fight  started.  But 
that  is  what  it  has  come  to. 

Under  the  circumstances,  America  cannot 
afford  a  Bricker  amendment.  And  our  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  legislators  play  a  useful  role  in 
refusing  to  give  it  countenance. 

[From  the  Long  Island  (N.  Y.)  Newsday  of 
January  11,  1954] 

Bricker’s  at  it  Again 

According  to  the  usual  unidentified  Wash¬ 
ington  insiders,  one  of  the  first  orders  of 
business  for  the  new  Congress  will  be  Sena¬ 
tor  Bricker’s  proposed  constitutional 
amendment.  The  Ohio  nationalist  got  his 
plan  through  the  Senate  Judiciary  Commit¬ 
tee  last  year,  but  it  met  stern  rebuffs  from 
President  Eisenhower,  Secretary  of  State 
Dulles,  Attorney  General  Brownell  and  Mu¬ 
tual  Security  Administrator  Stassen. 

Bricker's  proposal,  considerably  watered 
down  since  he  first  made  it,  would  severely 
limit  the  President’s  power  to  negotiate 
treaties  and  executive  agreements.  Specifi¬ 
cally  it  says:  1.  Any  treaty  in  conflict  with 
the  Constitution  shall  not  be  of  any  force 
or  effect;  2.  A  treaty  shall  become  effective 
as  internal  law  in  the  United  States  only 
through  legislation  which  would  be  valid  in 
the  absence  of  treaty. 

The  indications  are  that  Bricker  is  trying 
again  to  reach  a  compromise  with  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  He  flew  to  Washington  2 
weeks  ago  for  talks  with  Dulles  and  Brown¬ 
ell,  and  he  was  at  the  White  House  for 
further  talks  last  week  before  Congress 
opened. 

What  kind  of  compromise  can  be  reached 
we  do  not  know.  The  President  said  last 
year  that  he  was  willing  to  bargain,  but  he 
would  not  accept  anything  that  undermined 
his  authority  in  foreign  affairs.  This  is  ex¬ 
actly  what  Bricker  plans  to  do. 

Section  1  of  his  plan  is  harmless,  as  far  as 
we  can  see,  but  completely  unnecessary.  One 
of  the  beauties  of  our  Constitution  is  that 
it  is  not  loaded  with  a  lot  of  meaningless 
words.  To  incorporate  into  it  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  says  what  the  Constitution  al¬ 
ready  says  is  a  waste.  The  point  that  no 
treaty  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  can 
be  valid  was  settled  by  the  Supreme  Court 
174  years  ago,  and  had  been  regularly  re¬ 
affirmed. 

Section  2  is  the  dangerous  clause.  Al¬ 
though  innocent  enough  to  those  who  want 
to  believe  the  best  of  everyone  and  every¬ 
thing,  its  purpose  is  generally  recognized 
as  an  attempt  to  turn  us  back  to  pre-Consti- 
tution  days  when  a  State  could  nullify  a 
treaty  made  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Merlo  J.  Pusey,  Pulitzer  prize  winning  biog¬ 
rapher  of  Chief  Justice  Charles  Evans 
Hughes,  writes  that  this  section  would  for¬ 
bid  the  making  of  treaties  concerning  many 
of  the  matters  that  are  customarily  covered 
in  treaties  of  friendship  and  commerce  un¬ 
less  the  administration  were  willing  to  seek 
ratification  by  the  States  as  well  as  by  Con¬ 
gress. 

In  these  days  when  quick  decisions  are 
vital  to  our  national  security,  Bricker  wants 
to  give  us  49  voices  in  foreign  affairs  rather 
than  1.  He  wants  to  extend  the  time  needed 
to  ratify  treaties  from  a  few  precious  days 
to  perhaps  years.  The  effect  would  be  to 
take  from  the  Nation  its  decisive  role  in 
world  affairs.  Initiative,  which  President 
Eisenhower  told  Congress  Thursday  we  had 
finally  gained,  would  be  thrown  away. 

definitions  needed 

Ericker’s  sincerity  and  patriotic  intentions 
cannot  be  doubted.  He  was  aroused  to  ac¬ 
tion,  and  presumably  fear,  by  such  executive 
agreements  as  Potsdam  and  Yalta.  Execu¬ 
tive  agreements  do  not  need  Senate  con¬ 
firmation. 

But  Congress  already  has  control  of  trea¬ 
ties,  and  can  veto  executive  agreements  by 


tightening  the  purse  strings.  Most  agree¬ 
ments  take  money,  and  the  President  is 
severely  restricted  on  what  he  can  do  with 
funds  already  appropriated. 

What  is  needed,  if  anything,  is  not  a  re¬ 
striction  on  the  executive  powers,  but  clearer 
definitions  of  what  those  powers  are.  Con¬ 
gress  can,  with  a  great  deal  more  study  than 
it  has  so  far  given  the  amendment,  draw  a 
firm  line  between  treaties  and  executive 
agreements.  This  has  never  been  done. 

If  properly  drawn,  such  a  measure — not 
being  a  Constitutional  amendment — would 
not  shackle  the  President,  but  only  help  pre¬ 
vent  abuses.  Congress  has  plenty  of  time. 
Hasty  action  will  do  irreparable  harm  to 
the  United  States. 

Anti-Bricker  Amendment  Resolution 
Passed  by  the  Jewish  War  Veterans, 
September  5,  1953 

Whereas  the  negotiation  of  treaties  and 
executive  agreements  by  the  President  and 
ratification  by  the  Senate  as  provided  in  our 
Constitution  has  on  the  whole  worked  ef¬ 
fectively  in  our  foreign  relations  and  pro¬ 
tected  the  rights  of  our  citizens  and  our 
international  interests;  and 

Whereas  the  proposed  so-called  Bricker 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  threatens 
to  interfere  with  a  procedure  which  has 
proved  its  worth  during  the  whole  history  of 
our  Nation:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Jewish  war  veterans 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  assembled 
at  58th  annual  national  encampment  in 
Chicago,  Ill.,  September  2-6,  1953,  oppose 
the  proposed  Bricker  amendment;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to 
the  Speaker  of  the  House  for  publication  in 
the  Congressional  Record. 


ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTI¬ 
CLES,  ETC.,  PRINTED  IN  THE  AP¬ 
PENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  con¬ 
sent,  addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc., 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Appendix,  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  SMITH  of  New  Jersey: 

Address  delivered  by  Senator  Hendrick¬ 
son  before  the  Pennsylvania  Citizens’  Asso¬ 
ciation,  in  Philadelphia,  Pa.,  Wednesday, 
January  20,  1954. 

By  Mr.  THYE: 

Letter  addressed  to  him  by  Mrs.  Erwin 
Freiheit,  of  Lake  City,  Minn.,  on  the  subject 
of  farm  problems. 

By  Mr.  BEALL: 

Editorial  entitled  “We  Accept”  published 
in  the  Washington  Post  of  January  21,  1954, 
relating  to  the  proposed  Chesapeake  &  Ohio 
Canal  Parkway. 

By  Mr.  ROBERTSON: 

Editorial  entitled  “Military  Experts  Resist 
Budget  Ax,”  published  in  the  Christian 
Science  Monitor  of  Wednesday,  January  20, 
1954. 

By  Mr.  DOUGLAS: 

Article  from  the  newspaper  Labor,  dated 
Jarfuary  23,  1954,  announcing  agreement  by 
railroad  unions  for  further  improvements  in 
the  Railroad  Retirement  Act. 


COINAGE  OF  50-CENT  PIECES  COM¬ 
MEMORATING  THE  TERCENTEN¬ 
NIAL  CELEBRATION  OF  THE 
FOUNDING  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
NORTHAMPTON,  MASS. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  But¬ 
ler  of  Maryland  in  the  chair)  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill 
(S.  987)  to  authorize  the  coinage  of  50- 


cent  pieces  in  commemoration  of  the 
tercentennial  celebration  of  the  founding 
of  the  city  of  Northampton,  Mass.,  which 
was,  on  page  2,  line  7,  after  “coins”, 
where  it  appears  the  first  time,  insert 
“ Provided ,  That  none  of  such  coins  shall 
be  issued  after  the  expiration  of  the 
2-year  period  immediately  following  the 
enactment  of  this  act.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
I  have  taken  up  this  matter  with  the 
majority  leader,  the  minority  leader,  and 
the  Senator  in  charge  of  the  bill.  The 
amendment  made  by  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  is  entirely  agreeable  to  the 
proponents  of  the  bill.  I  now  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  amendment  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  was  agreed  to. 


COTTON  AND  WHEAT  ACREAGE 

ALLOTMENTS  AND  MARKETING 

QUOTAS— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  in¬ 
asmuch  as  a  number  of  Senators  have 
other  engagements,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  a  privileged  matter,  the 
conference  report  on  the  cotton-acreage 
bill,  be  submitted. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  California?  The  Chair  hears  none. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  submit 
the  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  6665)  to  amend  certain 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  relating  to 
cotton  marketing  quotas. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read  by  the  legislative 
clerk. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  January  20, 1954,  pp.  462-463, 
Congressional  Record.) 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent' for  the  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration  of  the  report. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  a  brief  explanation,  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate,  regarding  the 
changes  which  the  conferees  have  rec¬ 
ommended  to  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  when  the 
conference  committee,  composed  of  15 
Members  of  the  Senate  and  13  Members 
of  the  House  of  Representatives,  met,  it 
was  decided  to  substitute  new  language. 

The  report  submitting  the  new  lan¬ 
guage  is  signed  by  all  the  conferees  of 
both  Houses. 

We  agree  that  we  have  done  the  best 
that  could  be  done.  We  have  provided 
for  an  increase  in  the  cotton  acreage  to 
be  planted  this  year — an  increase  from 
17,910,448  acres  to  21,379,342  acres. 

The  conference  report  seems  to  be 
generally  approved  by  all  representatives 
from  the  cotton-growing  areas  of  the 
country. 
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I  shall  not  attempt  to  go  Into  the 
details  of  the  report  unless  it  is  neces¬ 
sary.  If  there  is  a  request  for  a  detailed 
explanation,  there  are  present  at  this 
time  members  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  who  come  from 
cotton-growing  States,  and  they  will  go 
into  the  details. 

However,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge, 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  in 
behalf  of  orderly  procedure,  I  believe 
a  statement  should  be  made  regarding 
the  changes  as  finally  recommended  by 
the  conferees. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  each  of 
whom  represents  a  cotton-growing  State, 
are  present  at  this  time.  Either  one  of 
them  is  perfectly  competent  to  explain 
the  details. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  inso¬ 
far  as  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill,  respecting  the 
1954  cotton  crop  are  concerned,  no  sig¬ 
nificant  changes  have  been  made  in  con¬ 
ference.  The  same  methods  of  appor¬ 
tionment  to  States,  as  now  contained  in 
the  Senate  bill,  have  been  retained  in 
conference.  We  have  added  two  gadg¬ 
ets,  one  which  would  permit  the  State 
committees  the  option  of  allotting  the 
additional  acreage  provided  for  1954  to 
counties  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law  for  apportionment  of  the  national 
acreage  instead  of  allotting  it  directly 
to  the  farmer.  Should  that  method  be 
followed  the  county  committees  in  turn 
would  have  the  option  of  apportioning 
such  additional  county  acreage  to  farms 
either  in  the  manner  now  provided  by 
law  or  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Senate  bill  for  allotment 
by  the  State  committee  to  farms.  That 
was  done  in  order  to  assist  in  having  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  cotton 
acreage  in  the  States  of  Texas  and  Okla¬ 
homa  and  possibly  Arkansas.  The  other 
gadget  would  permit  the  cotton  acreage 
already  allocated  to  counties  but  not  to 
farms  because  all  farms  in  those  counties 
had  already  received  their  maximum 
allotments  to  be  reallotted  by  the  State 
committee.  The  purpose  is  to  use  these 
frozen  allotments  in  other  areas  of  the 
State  where  they  are  needed. 

The  bill  has  also  been  amended  so  as 
to  contain  permanent  legislation.  The 
permanent  legislation  has  to  do  with  the 
distribution  by  the  States,  as  well  as  the 
counties,  of  their  respective  reserves  of 
cotton  acreage,  so  they  can  be  used  by 
the  county  or  by  the  State  to  prevent 
hardships  or  inequities. 

Another  permanent  provision  was 
placed  in  the  bill  which  would  make  it 
optional  with  the  county  committees, 
with  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture’s  ap¬ 
proval.  either  to  use  the  cropland  basis 
of  distribution  as  now  provided  in  the 
law  or  the  historical  basis. 

There  was  another  provision  affecting 
the  States  of  California  and  Arizona  to 
a  certain  extent  in  respect  to  future 
cotton-acreage  allotments.  Senators 
will  recall  that  we  provided  for  a  59,000 
Plus-acre  increase  so  as  to  give  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  not  less  than  a  60  per¬ 


cent  acreage  allotment  of  the  acreage 
they  planted  in  1952.  The  bill  provides 
that  this  extra  acreage  of  59,000  shall 
not  be  used  in  the  future  in  computing 
and  determining  the  amount  of  cotton 
acreage  which  those  two  States  shall  re¬ 
ceive. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mi-.  KNOWLAND.  That  provision  ap¬ 
plies  only  to  the  extra  acreage,  does  it 
not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  conference  report  was 
unanimously  agreed  to  and  signed  by  all 
the  conferees  of  both  houses? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  true.  This 
is  the  first  time  since  I  have  been  in  the 
Senate  that  the  entire  membership  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  was  appointed  on  a  conference 
committee  and  all  conferees  have  signed 
the  conference  report — a  unique  situa¬ 
tion  to  say  the  least. 

Mr.  President,  those  are  the  significant 
changes.  'I  may  say  that  the  50-percent- 
cropland  limitation  as  provided  in  the 
Senate  bill  was  modified  so  as  to  allow 
the  State  committees  to  fix  a  limitation 
of  less  than  50  percent,  if  they  saw  fit  so 
to  do. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  this  moment  received  a  statement 
prepared  by  the  counsel  for  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
which  sets  forth  all  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  conference  report  on  House 
bill  6665  and  the  Senate  amendment  to 
House  bill  6665,  which  was  the  language 
of  the  Senate  bill.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  this  statement  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point.  I  would 
have  submitted  it  earlier,  but  I  have  only 
just  received  it.  We  have  been  working 
against  time. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Differences  Between  the  Conference  Re¬ 
port  ON  H.  R.  6665  AND  THE  SENATE  AMEND¬ 
MENT  TO  H.  R.  6665 

The  conference  substitute  for  the  Senate 
amendment  to  H.  R.  6665  differs  from  the 
Senate  amendment  in  the  following  respects: 

(1)  The  conference  substitute  provides 
that  the  59,374  acres  allotted  to  Arizona  and 
California  to  bring  their  allotments  up  to  66 
percent  of  their  1952  planted  acreage  will  not 
be  counted  in  computing  future  State  acre¬ 
age  allotments. 

(2)  The  conference  substitute  gives  the 
State  committee  the  option  of  allotting  the 
additional  acreage  provided  for  1954  by  the 
first  section  of  the  bill  (except  the  4,968 
acres  allotted  to  Florida  under  that  section) 
to  counties  in  the  manner  now  provided  ,by 
law  for  apportionment  of  the  national  acre¬ 
age  allotment  Instead  of  allotting  it  directly 
to  farms  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate  substitute.  If  the  State  committee  in 
any  State  should  so  elect  to  apportion  such 
additional  acreage  to  counties  rather  than 
to  farms,  the  county  committees  under  the 
conference  substitute  would  then  have  the 
option  of  apportioning  such  additional 
county  acreage  to  farms  either  in  the  man¬ 
ner  now  provided  by  law  for  apportionment 
of  the  county  acreage  allotment  or  in  a  man¬ 
ner  similar  to  that  provided  by  the  Senate 
amendment  for  allotment  by  the  State  com¬ 
mittee  to  farms. 


(3)  The  Senate  amendment  limited  the 
additional  acreage  to  be  allotted  to  any  farm 
for  1954  under  the  Senate  provision  men¬ 
tioned  in  (2)  above  to  50  percent  of  the 
cropland  on  the  farm.  The  conference  sub¬ 
stitute  would  permit  the  State  committee 
to  fix  this  limitation  at  such  level  not  in 
excess  of  50  percent  as  appears  required  by 
various  factors  affecting  production  in  the 
State.  This  would  permit  the  Western  State 
committees,  for  instance,  to  fix  this  limita¬ 
tion  at  50  percent,  while  other  State  com¬ 
mittees  might  fix  it  at  40  percent  if  they 
felt  conditions  in  their  respective  State  so 
required. 

(4)  The  conference  substitute  redefines 
cropland  for  the  purpose  of  the  limitation 
discussed  in  (3)  above  to  make  it  conform 
to  the  definition  of  cropland  contained  in 
the  1954  marketing  quota  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary  (18  F.  R.  7530),  thereby  ex¬ 
cluding  “any  land  which  constitutes  or  will 
constitute  *  •  *  a  wind-erosion  hazard  to 
the  community  and  also  excluding  bearing 
orchards  and  vineyards  (except  the  acreage 
of  cropland  therein)  and  plowable  noncrop 
open  pasture."  This  change  enables  the  De¬ 
partment  to  use  the  cropland  information 
that  it  now  has,  rather  than  requiring  it  to 
determine  acreage  devoted  to  orchards  and 
vineyards,  which  would  delay  allotment  of 
the  additional  acreage. 

(5)  The  conference  substitute  permits  al¬ 
lotment  by  the  State  commitee  of  any  acre¬ 
age  in  the  State  which  has  not  befen  allotted 
because  of  the  highest  planted  acreage  limi¬ 
tation  contained  in  section  344  (f)  (2)  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938.  In 
certain  counties,  due  to  a  shift  from  cotton 
growing  to  other  types  of  farming,  the  county 
allotment,  after  deducting  the  full  county 
reserve,  has  been  more  than  sufficient  to 
provide  each  old  cotton  farm  with  100  per¬ 
cent  of  its  highest  planted  acreage.  The 
conference  substitute  would  permit  allot¬ 
ment  of  the  excess  acreage  in  those  counties. 

(6)  The  conference  substitute  makes  the 
following  changes  in  the  provision  of  the 
Senate  amendment  relating  to  the  surrender 
and  reallotment  of  acreage: 

(a)  It  would  make  it  effective  in  1955  as 
well  as  1954. 

(b)  It  would  make  it  effective  with  respect 
to  long-staple  cotton. 

(c)  It  would  make  it  unnecessary  to  deter¬ 

mine,  for  the  purposes  of  computing  farm 
history,  whether  the  surrendered  acreage 
was  or  was  not  planted.  This  determination 
would  involve  considerable  admistrative  dif¬ 
ficulty  without  affecting  the  total  acreage 
allotted  to  any  State  or  county.  In  deter-  | 
mining  future  State  and  county  allotments, 
the  acreage  would  be  counted  as  provided  in 
the  Senate  bill  only  if  it  were  actually 
planted.  v 

(7)  The  conference  substitute  adopts  the 
permanent  provisions  of  the  House  bill  which 
would  be  effective  beginning  with  the  1955 
crop,  and  would  (a)  permit  State  and  county 
reserves  to  be  used  to  correct  inequities  in 
farm  allotments  and  to  prevent  hardship, 
and  (b)  permit  allotment  of  the  county  acre¬ 
age  allotment  to  farms  on  the  basis  of  their 
3-year  history,  if  the  county  committee  and 
the  Secretary  so  see  fit,  rather  than  on  the 
basis  of  the  small  farm  and  percentage  factor 
provisions  contained  in  sections  344  (f)  (1) 
and  344  (f)  (2)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjust¬ 
ment  Act  of  1938. 

(8)  The  conference  substitute  revises  the 
provision  of  the  Senate  amendment  which 
would  permit  increases  in  marketing  quotas 
for  kinds  of  wheat  in  short  supply  to  make 
several  technical  changes,  limit  it  to  the 
1954  and  1955  crops,  and  limit  use  of  the  ad¬ 
ditional  acreage  to  the  production  of  the 
class  of  subclass  of  wheat  in  short  supply. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  3  or  4  brief  com¬ 
ments. 
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First,  the  amount  of  acreage  for  1954 
proposed  by  the  Senate  bill  is  left  un¬ 
changed  by  the  conference  report.  That 
amount  is  21,379,342  acres.  In  other 
words,  the  conference  report  does  not 
depart  from  the  amount  of  cotton  acre¬ 
age  fixed  for  1954  by  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  and  by  the  bill  which  passed  the 
Senate. 

The  second  comment  I  should  like  to 
make  is  that  two  provisions,  which  did 
not  apply  to  cotton  acreage,  were  added 
in  the  Senate  committee  and  approved 
by  the  Senate.  One  such  provision  is 
applicable  to  durum  wheat.  It  was  of¬ 
fered  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young].  The  other 
provision  is  that  section  32  funds  may 
be  used  in  the  case  of  surpluses  in  the 
production  of  irish  potatoes.  Those  two 
amendments  were  placed  in  the  Senate 
bill  by  the  Senate  committee  and  were 
approved  by  the  Senate.  They  were  left 
in  by  the  conference,  and  are  in  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  There  was  a  slight 
change  in  the  wheat  amendment.  The 
provision  is  now  limited  to  2  years.  As 
it  left  the  Senate  it  would  have  been  a 
permanent  provision.  The  Department 
of  Agriculture  deems  it  advisable  to  in¬ 
crease  the  acreage  of  durum  wheat  this 
year.  Durum  wheat  is  in  very  short 
supply,  and  is  selling  for  about  $4  a 
bushel,  or  approximately  double  the 
price  support  level.  As  Senators  know, 
durum  wheat  is  used  in  the  manufac¬ 
ture  of  macaroni  and  spaghetti. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

A  third  change  which  was  made,  and 
which  has  not  been  referred  to,  was  a 
very  minor  one.  It  was  made  at  the 
unanimous  request  and  with  the  unani¬ 
mous  approval  of  Senators  and  House 
Members  from  the  States  which  pro¬ 
duce  extra-long-staple  cotton,  formerly 
called  sea  island  cotton.  That  change 
was  to  make  available  and  applicable  to 
extra-long-staple  cotton  or  sea  island 
cotton  the  provisions  of  the  bill  for  1954 
and  1955  with  reference  to  the  surrender 
of  acreage  and  the  reallotment  of  such 
acreage  by  the  county  committees,  so 
that  farmers  who  produce  extra-long- 
staple  cotton  will  have  applicable  in 
their  counties  the  same  provision  which 
will  be  applicable  under  the  bill  as  to 
the  years  1954  and  1955,  in  the  case  of 
ordinary  cotton.  It  was  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  committee  that  since  the 
same  areas  frequently  produce  both 
kinds  of  cotton,  a  situation  should  not 
be  left  under  which  the  new  method  of 
release  of  acreage  and  reallotment  of 
such  acreage  now  made  applicable  by 
this  bill  to  short-staple  cotton  would 
not  have  been  applicable  to  extra-long- 
staple  cotton.  Under  the  terms  of  the 
conference  report,  that  provision  will 
be  equally  applicable  to  both  types  of 
cotton. 

I  believe  those  were  the  principal 
changes  made  in  the  bill  in  conference, 
which  have  not  already  been  mentioned 
by  other  Senators. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


UNEMPLOYMENT  IN  THE  MINING 
AREAS  OF  WYOMING 

Mr.  HUNT.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record  a  telegram  which 
I  received  from  Mr.  William  L.  Thomas, 
recording  secretary  of  Local  8078,  United 
Mine  Workers  of  America,  Stansbury, 
Wyo.  The  telegram  deals  with  unem¬ 
ployment  and  the  resultant  economic 
conditions  in  that  area. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
gram  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Rock  Springs,  Wyo.,  January  21,  1954. 
Lester  C.  Hunt, 

United  States  Senator, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Dear  Sir:  Due  to  slow  working  times  in  the 
mines  followed  by  recent  reduction  working 
forces  by  Union  Pacific  Coal  Co.  An  extreme 
emergency  exists  in  Rock  Springs  area,  and 
many  of  our  coal  miners  are  in  dire  circum¬ 
stances.  This  condition  is  serious.  It  has 
been  called  to  our  attention  that  several 
families,  some  with  as  many  as  11  children, 
are  on  starvation  diets.  It  is  a  policy  of  our 
local  union  that  no  one  shall  suffer,  but  as 
our  finances  are  limited  we  are  calling  for 
your  help  in  trying  to  secure  surplus  com¬ 
modities  to  help  remedy  this  condition.  We 
feel  that  inasmuch  as  the  stockmen  can 
purchase  surplus  grain  to  feed  their  livestock 
that  we  should  be  allowed  the  same  privilege 
to  feed  the  mouths  of  hungry  people.  It  is 
also  our  contention  that  the  Government 
should  share  in  Standing  that  expense  of  this 
project  as  promised  in  the  recent  speech  of 
the  President  where  he  stated  that  in  cases 
of  emergency  immediate  and  direct  action 
should  be  taken  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
people  we  wish  to  impress  upon  you  that  this 
is  indeed  an  emergency  and  that  anything 
you  can  do  to  help  us  will  be  deeply  appreci¬ 
ated.  Sincerely, 

William  L.  Thomas, 
Recording  Secretary,  Local  8078, 

U.  M.  W.  of  A.,  Stansbury,  Wyo. 


STATEMENT  BY  GENERAL  EISEN¬ 
HOWER  IN  SUPPORT  OF  ADMIS¬ 
SION  OF  ALASKA  AND  HAWAII 

INTO  THE  UNION 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  the  statement 
which  General  Eisenhower  made  at  Den¬ 
ver,  Colo.,  on  September  17,  1950,  in 
support  of  admission  of  Alaska  and  Ha¬ 
waii  into  the  Union.  The  statement  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Denver  Post  of  November 
17,  1954. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Quick  admission  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii  to 
statehood  will  show  the  world  that  America 
practices  what  it  preaches,  General  Dwight 
D.  Eisenhower  said  Saturday  in  a  brief  talk 
to  1,500  Denverites  gathered  at  the  freedom 
bell. 

The  famed  war  and  peacetime  leader  de¬ 
clared  admission  of  the  two  Territories  is 
in  conformity  with  the  American  way  of 
life  granting  them  self-government  and  equal 
voice  in  national  affairs. 
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Alaskan  and  Hawaiian  statehood  will  serve 
to  the  people  of  the  world  as  a  “practical 
symbol  that  America  practices  what  it 
preaches,”  Eisenhower  said.  He  said  he  hoped 
Congress  would  soon  pass  admission  legis¬ 
lation  now  pending  before  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
are  no  resolutions  coming  over  from  the 
previous  day,  the  morning  business  is 
closed. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate — and  I 
should  add  that  I  have  discussed  the 
subject  with  the  minority  leader — after 
the  call  of  the  calendar,  the  Senate  will 
remain  in  session  for  the  purpose  of  giv¬ 
ing  Senators  an  opportunity  to  make 
remarks  and  submit  matters  for  the 
Record.  Because  of  the  heavy  snowfall 
which  we  have  already  had  and  which 
it  is  expected  will  continue  during  the 
remainder  of  the  day,  it  is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  majority  leader  to  move  at 
an  early  hour  that  the  Senate  recess 
to  Monday  so  that  Senators  and  their 
staffs  and  the  members  of  the  press  and 
employees  of  the  Senate  will  not  have 
to  contend  with  the  rush-hour  traffic 
in  the  heavy  snow  this  afternoon. 

Therefore,  when  the  call  of  the  calen¬ 
dar  has  been  completed,  and  when  Sen¬ 
ators  have  had  an  opportunity  to  speak, 
it  will  be  the  intention  of  the  majority 
leader  to  move  that  the  Senate  recess 
until  Monday. 

On  Monday  the  Senate  will  go  into 
executive  session  for  the  purpose  of  con¬ 
sidering  the  nominations  on  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Calendar  and  the  Korean  Treaty. 

I  wish  to  call  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that 
the  report  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations  on  the  Korean  treaty  and  the 
printed  hearings  have  been  placed  on 
the  desks  of  all  Senators,  I  hope  all  Sen¬ 
ators  will  have  an  opportunity  to  study 
the  material  over  the  weekend  so  that 
they  may  be  prepared  to  begin  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Korean  Treaty  on  Monday. 


CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Griswold  in  the  chair).  The  calendar 
is  now  in  order.  The  Secretary  will  pro¬ 
ceed  to  state  the  measures  on  the  cal¬ 
endar. 


AMENDMENT  OF  COMMODITY  EX¬ 
CHANGE  ACT  TO  INCLUDE  WOOL- 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  2313)  to  amend  the  Com¬ 
modity  Exchange  Act  in  order  to  include 
wool  among  the  commodities  regulated 
by  such  act  was  announced  as  first  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Mr.  President, 
reserving  the  right  to  object — and  I  shall 
not  object — I  wish  we  could  have  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  shall  ask  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  to  make 
the  explanation. 
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Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
,the  bill  should  go  over  until  either  the 
Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Barrett] 
or  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
Kennedy]  is  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  So  far  as  I  know,  Mr. 
President,  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  bill,  but  I  do  not  believe 
its  title  is  sufficiently  clear  to  give  an 
accurate  account  of  what  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  yield? 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  was  one  of  the  Sena¬ 
tors  in  committee  who  asked  that  the 
bill  be  held  up  until  I  could  have  an 
opportunity  to  clear  it  with  those  in  my 
State  who  are  interested  in  wool  and 
with  certain  representatives  of  the  wool 
trade  in  other  States  and  to  ascertain 
whether  they  desired  to  have  the  bill 
enacted  into  law. 

Under  the  present  arrangement,  wool 
tops  are  subject  to  future  trading,  but 
wool  is  not  subject  to  such  trading.  The 
wool  trade  and  the  wool  producers 
thought  that  all  wool  products  ought  to 
be  subject  to  future  trading,  as  cotton 
and  hundreds  of  other  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  are.  Because  such  suggestions 
came  from  the  wool  trade,  I  had  some 
questions  about  the  bill,  as  did  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]. 
We  wanted  to  determine  whether  the  bill 
would  in  any  way  damage  the  producers 
of  wool. 

I  am  satisfied  now  that  it  is  a  good  bill 
and  that  it  would  not  damage  the  wool 
trade  in  any  way.  Therefore,  I  have 
withdrawn  the  objection  I  had  to  the  bill 
in  committee. 

Mr.  HENDRICKSON.  Are  the  various 
wool  interests  agreed  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  are. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  That  does  not  happen 
very  often,  I  will  say  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Jersey. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (S.  2313) 
to  amend  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act 
in  order  to  include  wool  among  the  com¬ 
modities  regulated  by  such  act,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with  amend¬ 
ments,  in  line  4,  after  the  word  “insert¬ 
ing,  to  strike  out  ‘wool’  and  insert 
‘wool,’  and  after  line  5,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  This  act  shall  take  effect  60  days 
after  the  date  of  its  enactment. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  third  sentence 
of  section  2  (a)  of  the  Commodity  Exchange 
Act.  as  amended,  is  amended  by  inserting 
“wool”,  after  the  comma  following  “(Irish 
potatoes) .” 

Sec.  2.  This  act  shall  take  effect  60  days 
after  the  date  of  its  enactment. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  calendar  committee 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle,  the  bill  is  of  such 
importance  that  it  should  be  scheduled 
for  debate  by  the  Senate,  and  for  that 
reason  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  go  over. 


BILLS  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  1990)  to  strengthen  the 
investigation  and  enforcement  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commodity  Exchange  Act 
was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  GORE.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  passed  over. 

The  bill  (S.  1381)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 


SALE  OF  CERTAIN  IMPROVEMENTS 

ON  NATIONAL  FOREST  LAND  IN 

ARIZONA 

The  bill  (S.  1399)  to  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Agriculture  to  sell  certain  im¬ 
provements  on  national  forest  land  in 
Arizona  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water 
Users  Association,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  with  amend¬ 
ments,  on  page  2,  line  7,  after  the  word 
“shall”,  to  insert  “if  sufficient  for  the 
purpose”;  and  in  line  10,  after  the  word 
“Forest”,  to  insert  “If  the  development 
and  improvement  of  such  ranger  station 
cannot  be  accomplished  without  the  use 
of  funds  in  excess  of  such  proceeds,  such 
proceeds  shall  be  covered  into  the  Treas¬ 
ury  as  miscellaneous  receipts”,  so  as  to 
make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  is  hereby  authorized  in  his  dis¬ 
cretion  to  sell  to  the  Salt  River  Valley  Water 
Users  Association  of  Arizona,  for  cash,  at  a 
fair  appraised  value  to  be  determined  by  him, 
the  following  described  improvements  on 
national  forest  lands  situated  in  an  unsur- 
veyed  portion  of  township  4  north,  range  12 
east,  Gila  and  Salt  River  meridian,  estimated 
to  be  within  the  southwest  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  section  20  of  that  town¬ 
ship  in  Gila  County,  State  of  Arizona. 

All  buildings  and  other  physical  improve¬ 
ments  owned  by  the  United  States  and  un¬ 
der  the  administration  of  the  Forest  Service, 
Department  of  Agriculture,  situated  at  the 
reclamation  settlement  of  Roosevelt,  Ariz. 

The  proceeds  of  such  sale  or  sales  shall, 
if  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  be  available  to 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the  develop¬ 


ment  and  improvement  of  a  Forest  Service 
ranger  station  located  elsewhere  in  the  Tonto 
National  Forest.  If  the  development  and 
improvement  of  such  ranger  station  cannot 
be  accomplished  without  the  use  of  funds  in 
excess  of  such  proceeds,  such  proceeds  shall 
be  covered  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellane¬ 
ous  receipts. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden]  is  present.  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  would  prefer  to  explain  the  bill. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  we  be¬ 
lieve  this  to  be  a  good  bill.  It  provides 
for  the  sale  at  a  fair  appraised  value  of 
certain  Forest  Service  ranger  station  im¬ 
provements  located  near  Roosevelt,  Ariz. 
The  sale  would  be  to  the  Salt  River 
Valley  Water  Users  Association,  and 
would  consist  of  the  following  improve¬ 
ments: 

1.  A  3 -bedroom  dwelling,  built  in  1935. 

2.  A  barn,  built  in  1915. 

3.  A  2-bedroom  house,  built  in  1915. 

4.  A  shed,  located  near  the  barn  in  (2). 
built  in  1915. 

5.  A  fence,  surrounding  the  house  in  (1), 
erected  in  1935. 

6.  A  sanitary  system  for  the  house  in  (1), 
constructed  in  1935. 

7.  Part  of  the  water  system  of  the  entire 
improvement  development. 

8.  A  horse  corral,  located  near  the  barn  in 
(2),  built  in  1935. 

The  Salt  River  Valley  Water  Users 
Association  desires  to  use  these  improve¬ 
ments  at  the  reclamation  settlement 
which  was  built  by  the  Reclamation 
Service  in  connection  with  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  adjacent  Roosevelt  Reservoir. 

The  bill  provides  that,  to  the  extent 
the  money  is  paid  to  the  Forest  Serv¬ 
ice,  it  may  be  used  by  it  to  build  a  new 
ranger  station  in  the  vicinity. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  bq  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


EXCHANGE  OF  LAND  IN  EAGLE 
COUNTY,  COLO. 

The  bill  (S.  1577)  to  authorize  the 
exchange  of  land  in  Eagle  County,  Colo., 
and  for  other  purposes,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
provides  for  the  exchange  of  town  lands 
no  longer  required  by  the  Forest  Service 
for  lands,  within  the  White  River  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  which  are  suitable  for  for¬ 
est  purposes.  The  lands  to  be  disposed 
of  are  valued  at  $2,000,  while  the  lands 
to  be  acquired  are  valued  at  $2,500. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  has 
investigated  the  situation  and  has  ap¬ 
proved  the  bill.  No  objection  was  raised 
to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 


Public  Law  290  -  83d  Congress 
Chapter  2  -  2d  Session 
H.  R.  6665 

AN  ACT 

_ All  68  Stat.  4. 

To  amend  certain  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 

amended. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  344  of 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is  hereby  63  stat.  670. 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  7  use  1344, 

“  (m)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law — 

“(1)  The  national  acreage  allotment  established  under  subsection  Cotton  acreage 
(a)  of  this  section  for  the  1954  crop  of  cotton  shall  be  increased  to  allotments, 
twenty-one  million  acres  and  apportioned  to  the  States  in  the  same  19 54 • 
manner  in  which  the  national  acreage  allotment  heretofore  established  Inor’ea3es;  ap_ 
for  1954  was  apportioned  to  the  States.  In  addition  to  such  increased  P°rtlonments* 
national  acreage  allotment,  and  in  order  to  provide  equitable  adjust¬ 
ments  in  1954  farm  acreage  allotments,  (A)  three  hundred  and  fifteen 
thousand  additional  acres  shall  be  prorated  as  follows :  one-half  to  the 
States  of  Arizona,  California,  and  New  Mexico,  and  one-half  to  the 
other  States  (excluding  those  which  received  a  minimum  allotment 
under  subsection  (k)  of  this  section),  the  proration  of  each  half  being 
made  to  the  States  participating  therein  on  the  basis  of  their  respective 
shares  of  the  increased  national  acreage  allotment,  and  (B)  such  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  shall  be  added  as  may  be  required  to  provide  each  State 
a  total  allotment  under  subsection  (b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions 
of  this  paragraph  of  not  less  than  66  per  centum  of  the  acreage  planted 
to  cotton  in  the  State  in  1952.  The  additional  acreage  made  available 
to  States  under  clause  (B)  of  the  preceding  sentence  shall  not  be  taken 
into  account  in  establishing  future  State  acreage  allotments.  The 
additional  acreage  made  available  to  States  under  the  provisions  of 
this  paragraph  (1)  shall  be  apportioned  to  counties  on  the  basis  of 
their  respective  shares  of  the  State  acreage  allotment  heretofore 
apportioned  pursuant  to  subsection  (e)  of  this  section,  and  the  addi¬ 
tional  acreage  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section:  Provided ,  That,  if  the  county  com¬ 
mittee  determines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  additional  county  allotment  among  farms  in  the 
county,  the  additional  acreage  shall  be  apportioned  by  the  county 
'committee  to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment  equal 
to  the  larger  of  65  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton 
on  the  farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953  (as  determined  by  the  county 
committee  in  establishing  allotments  under  subsection  (f )  of  this  sec¬ 
tion)  or  40  per  centum  of  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the 
farm  in  any  one  of  such  three  years  as  so  determined :  Provided ,  That  Limitations, 
the  State  committee  in  each  State  shall  limit  such  increase  based  on  the 
system  of  farming,  soil,  crop-rotation  practices,  and  other  physical 
factors  affecting  production  m  such  State,  to  an  acreage  not  in  excess 
of  50  per  centum  of  the  cropland  on  the  farm,  as  determined  under 
regulations  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  If  the  additional 
acreage  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  com¬ 
puted,  such  farm  increases  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional 
acreage  available  to  the  county ;  if  the  additional  acreage  available  to 
the  county  is  in  excess  of  the  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed 
the  acreage  remaining  after  making  such  increases  shall  be  allotted  to 
farms  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (f)  (3).  Notwith¬ 
standing  the  foregoing  provisions  of  this  paragraph,  if  the  State 
committee  determines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a  more  equitable 
distribution  of  the  additional  acreage  made  available  to  the  State  under 
this  paragraph  (1)  it  shall  apportion  such  additional  allotment  directly 
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to  farms  so  as  to  provide  each  farm  with  an  allotment  equal  to  the 
larger  of  60  per  centum  of  the  average  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the 
farm  in  1951,  1952,  and  1953  (as  determined  by  the  county  committee 
in  establishing  allotments  under  subsection  (f)  of  this  section)  or  40 
per  centum  of  the  highest  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  in  any 
one  of  such  three  years  as  so  determined:  Provided ,  That  the  State 
committee  in  each  State  shall  limit  such  increase  based  on  the  system 
of  farming,  soil,  crop-rotation  practices,  and  other  physical  factors 
affecting  production  in  such  State,  to  an  acreage  not  in  excess  of  50 
per  centum  of  the  cropland  on  the  farm,  as  determined  under  regula¬ 
tions  heretofore  prescribed  by  the  Secretary :  Provided ,  That  if  the 
State  total  of  the  farm  increases  so  computed  exceeds  the  additional 
acreage  made  available  to  the  State  under  this  paragraph,  such  farm 
increases  shall  be  reduced  pro  rata  to  the  additional  acreage  available 
Unallotted  farm  to  the  State.  Any  acreage  unallotted  to  farms  because  of  the  limita- 


ao reage. 


66  Stat.  759. 
7  USC  1347. 
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tions  contained  in  the  preceding  sentence  shall  be  apportioned  by  the 
State  committee  to  counties  on  the  basis  of  past  acreages  planted  to 
cotton  and  shall  be  used  by  county  committees  for  adjustments  in  farm/ 
allotments  on  the  basis  of  one  or  more  of  the  following:  The  past™ 
acreage  of  cotton  on  the  farm,  the  percentage  of  cropland  heretofore 
determined  under  subsection  (f)  (2)  of  this  section,  and  the  factors 
enumerated  in  subsection  (f)  (3)  of  this  section.  Before  apportioning 
such  unallotted  acreage  to  counties  as  provided  in  the  foregoing  sen¬ 
tence,  the  State  committee  may,  if  it  determines  that  such  action  is 
required  to  provide  equitable  allotments  within  the  State,  apportion 
such  unallotted  acreage  directly  to  farms  to  the  extent  required  to 
provide  each  farm  with  the  minimum  allotment  described  in  subsection 
(f)  (1)  of  this  section.  Any  part  of  the  county  allotment  heretofore 
established  for  the  1954  crop  which  was  not  apportioned  to  farms 
because  of  the  limitation  contained  in  the  proviso  in  subsection  (f)  (2) 
of  this  section  shall  be  available  to  the  State  committee  and  used  as 
provided  above  for  apportionment  of  unallotted  acreage  to  farms. 
The  provisions  of  this  subsection,  except  paragraph  ( 2) ,  shall  not  apply 
to  extra  long  staple  cotton  covered  by  section  347  of  this  Act. 

“(2)  Any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm  cotton  acreage  allotment  on 
which  cotton  will  not  be  planted  and  which  is  voluntarily  surrendered 
to  the  county  committee  shall  be  deducted  from  the  allotment  to  such 
farm  and  may  be  reapportioned  by  the  county  committee  toother  farms 
in  t he  same  county  receiving  allotments  in  amounts  determined  by  the 
county  committee  to  be  fair  and  reasonable  on  the  basis  of  past  acreag^l 
of  cotton,  land,  labor,  equipment  available  for  the  production  of  cotton,^ 
crop  rotation  practices,  and  soil  and  other  physical  facilities  affecting 
the  production  of  cotton.  If  all  of  the  allotted  acreage  voluntarily 
surrendered  is  not  needed  in  the  county,  the  county  committee  may 
surrender  the  excess  acreage  to  the  State  committee  to  be  used  for  the 
same  purposes  as  the  State  acreage  reserve  under  subsection  (e)  of  this 
section.  Any  allotment  transferred  under  this  provision  shall  be 
regarded  for  the  purposes  of  subsection  (f)  of  this  section  as  having 
been  planted  on  the  farm  from  which  transferred  rather  than  on  the 
farm  to  which  transferred,  except  that  this  shall  not  operate  to  make 
the  farm  from  which  the  allotment  was  transferred  eligible  for  an 
allotment  as  having  cotton  planted  thereon  during  the  three-year  base 
period:  Provided ,  That  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  law, 
any  part  of  any  1954  or  1955  farm  acreage  allotment  may  be  perma¬ 
nently  released  in  writing  to  the  county  committee  by  the  owner  and 
operator  of  the  farm,  and  reapportioned  as  provided  herein.  Acreage 
surrendered,  reapportioned  under  this  paragraph,  and  planted  shall 
be  credited  to  the  State  and  county  in  determining  future  acreage 


-3- 


Pub.  Law  290 

All  68  Stat.  6. 

allotments.  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  apply  also  to  extra  Extra  long 
long  staple  cotton  covered  by  section  347  of  this  Act.  staple  cotton. 

“(3)  Notwithstanding  any  other  prevision  of  this  section  or  other  7  U50  1347  • 
provision  of  law,  the  acreage  allotted  to  any  State  for  1954  under  the  Reserve  aoreage, 
provisions  of  subsect  ion  (b)  of  this  section  and  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graph  (1)  of  this  subsection  which  is  less  than  one  hundred  thousand 
acres  but  more  than  thirty  thousand  acres  shall  be  increased  by  an 
acreage  equal  to  15  per  centum  of  the  acreage  allotted  to  it  prior  to 
the  enactment  of  this  subsection.  Such  acreage  shall  be  used  by  the 
State  committee  as  a  reserve  to  make  equitable  adjustments  in  1954 
farm  acreage  allotments  on  the  basis  of  land,  labor,  equipment  avail¬ 
able  for  the  production  of  cotton,  crop-rotation  practices,  past  acreages 
of  cotton,  soil,  and  other  physical  factors  affecting  the  production  of 
cotton.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  344  (h)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938  7  use  1344  (h). 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following :  “In  any  county  Realloc  ation  of 
in  which  a  major  flood-control  reservoir  constructed  by  the  United  flood  lands. 
-States  Government  shall  have  been  located  wholly  or  in  part,  acreage 
allotments  for  the  production  of  cotton  on  the  lands  within  such  reser¬ 
voir,  which  lands,  because  of  permanent  or  perennial  flooding  occa¬ 
sioned  by  the  construction  of  such  reservoir,  shall  be  unfit  for  further 
cotton  production,  may  be  reallocated,  within  the  discretion  of  the 
county  committee,  to  other  lands  within  the  county  as  will  in  the 
opinion  of  said  committee  best  serve  the  public  interest.” 

Sec.  3.  Section  344  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  further  amended,  effective  beginning  with  the  1955  7  use  1344. 
crop,  as  follows  :  Amendments  ef- 

(a)  By  striking  the  period  at  the  end  of  subsection  (e)  and  inserting  feotive  in  1955 
in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  adding  “or  to  correct  inequities  in  farm 

allotments  and  to  prevent  hardship. 

(b) ‘By  striking  out  in  subsection  (f )  (3)  the  colon  before  the  word 
“ Provided ”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  a  comma  and  adding  “or  in 
making  adjustments  in  farm  acreage  allotments  to  correct  inequities 
and  to  prevent  hardship 

(c)  By  adding  a  new  paragraph  “6”  at  the  end  of  subsection  (f) 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(6)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
of  this  subsection,  if  the  county  committee  recommends  such  action 
and  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  action  will  result  in  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  the  county  allotment  among  farms  in  the 
iounty,  the  county  acreage  allotment,  less  the  acreage  reserved  under 
paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection,  shall  be  apportioned  to  farms  on 
which  cotton  has  been  planted  in  any  one  of  the  three  years  immediately 
preceding  the  year  for  which  such  allotment  is  determined,  on  the 
basis  of  the  acreage  planted  to  cotton  on  the  farm  during  such  three 
year  period.  If  the  county  acreage  allotment  is  apportioned  among 
the  farms  of  the  county  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
paragraph,  the  acreage  reserved  under  paragraph  (3)  of  this  subsection 
may  be  used  to  make  adjustments  so  as  to  establish  allotments  which 
are  fair  and  reasonable  to  farms  receiving  allotments  under  this 
paragraph  in  relation  to  the  factors  set  forth  in  paragraph  (3).” 

Sec.  4.  Section  334  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  7  use  1344. 

“(e)  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  this  Act,  if  after  wheat, 
investigation  the  Secretary  determines  with  respect  to  any  class  or  Requirements 
sub-class  of  wheat  that  a  substantial  difference  exists  in  the  usage  or  for  inorea3e3> 
marketing  outlets  therefor  and  that  the  supply  of  such  wheat  for  the 
1953-54  and  1954—55  marketing  years  with  respect  to  the  1954  crop, 
and  for  the  1951—55  and  1955-56  marketing  years  with  respect  to  the 
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1955  crop,  will  be  substantially  short  of  indicated  market  demands 
and  carryover  requirements  for  such  wheat  for  such  marketing  years, 
tlie  Secretary  shall  increase  the  marketing  quotas  and  acreage  allot¬ 
ments  for  such  crop  of  wheat  for  farms  which  produced  such  wheat 
in  one  or  more  of  the  preceding  three  years  to  the  extent  necessary 
to  make  available  a  supply  of  such  wheat  adequate  to  meet  such 
demands  and  carryover  requirements.  The  increases  in  farm  market¬ 
ing  quotas  and  acreage  allotments  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
acreage  seeded  to  such  class  or  sub-class  of  wheat  during  the  period  of 
years  considered  in  establishing  farm  marketing  quotas  and  acreage 
allotments  for  wheat.  The  additional  acreage  required  by  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  the  national  acreage  allotment,  and 
shall  not  be  used  to  increase  the  acreage  allotment  applicable  to  other 
wheat  produced  on  farms  for  which  such  additional  acreage  has  been 
allotted,  nor  shall  such  acreage  be  considered  in  establishing  future 
State,  county,  and  farm  acreage  allotments.” 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Section  5  of  the  joint  resolution  entitled  “Joint  resolution 
relating  to  cotton  and  peanut  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotasjp 
under  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  and  t(\^ 
price  support  for  potatoes”  (7  U.  S.  C.  1450),  is  amended  by  inserting 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following:  “Operations  with  respect  to  Irish 
potatoes  authorized  by  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other  purposes’  (7  U.  S.  C. 
612c),  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  prohibited  by  this  section  or,  unless 
marketing  quotas  are  in  effect,  to  be  required  by  section  201  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  (7  U.  S.  C.  1446) .” 

'(b)  The  parenthetical  phrase  contained  in  the  sentence  preceding  the 
last  sentence  of  section  32  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  and  for  other  purposes”  (7  U.  S.  C. 
612c),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “(other  than  those  receiving 
price  support  under  title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949)”. 

Approved  January  30,  1954. 
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JAMES  C.  HAGERTY,  PRESS  SECRETARY  TC  THE  PRESIDENT 


THE  WHITE  HOUSE 


STATEMENT  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 


I  have  today  approved  H.  R.  6665,  "To  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended," 

The  principal  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  allevi¬ 
ate  the  great  hardship  on  many  cotton  farms  that  would 
result  from  the  severe  production  adjustments  required 
under  existing  legislation.  This  is  accomplished  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  national  acreage  allotment  and  modifying  the 
method  of  apportioning  that  allotment  to  farms. 

The  bill  also  would  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  with  respect  to  the  195b  and  1955  crops  of 
wheat  to  increase  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
for  any  class  cr  subclass  of  wheat  determined  to  be  in 
short  supply.  At  the  present  time,  there  is  a  shortage 
only  of  amber  durum  ivheat,  which  is  used  in  the  milling 
of  semolina.  Semolina  is  a  type  of  wheat  flour  that  is 
used  exclusively  in  the  manufacture  of  macaroni,  noodles, 
and  spaghetti. 


Finally,  this  legislation  removes  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  the  use  of  funds  provided  under  Section  32 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  for  extending  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  potato  industry.  It  must  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood  that  this  action  provides  no  basis  for  a  program 
which  might  result  in  the  dumping  or  destruction  of 
potatoes.  This  is  as  it  should  be. 
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I  have  today  approved  H.  R.  6665,  "To  amend  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,’' 

The  principal  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  allevi¬ 
ate  the  great  hardship  on  many  cotton  farms  that  would 
result  from  the  severe  production  adjustments  required 
under  existing  legislation.  This  is  accanplished  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  national  acreage  allotment  and  modifying  the 
method  of  apportioning  that  allotment  to  farms. 

The  bill  also  would  permit  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  with  respect  to  the  195b  and  1955  crops  of 
wheat  to  increase  acreage  allotments  and  marketing  quotas 
for  any  class  cr  subclass  of  wheat  determined  to  be  in 
short  supply.  At  the  present  time,  there  is  a  shortage 
only  of  amber  durum  wheat,  which  is  used  in  the  milling 
of  semolina.  Semolina  is  a  type  of  wheat  flour  that  is 
used  exclusively  in  the  manufacture  of  macaroni,  noodles, 
and  spaghetti. 

Finally,  this  legislation  removes  the  prohibi¬ 
tion  against  the  use  of  funds  provided  under  Section  32 
of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  for  extending  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  potato  industry.  It  must  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood  that  this  action  provides  no  basis  for  a  program 
which  might  result  in  the  dumping  or  destruction  of 
potatoes.  This  is  as  it  should  be. 
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